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CURRENT TOPICS. 








Tt is uxpERstoop that an important alteration in practice is about 
to be effected. Rules of Court transferring the work of the Orders 
of Course Office, heretofore conducted under Consolidated Order 23, 
r.17, tothe Chancery Registrars, and providing for the abolition of 
the drawing up of certain orders of course in the Chancery Division, 
will come into operation on the 22nd inst. From that date not only 

itions of course, but all petitions for the four judges of first 
instance of the Chancery Division, will have to be presented at the 

i ’ Office to receive the fiat, instead of at the office of the 
Secretary of the Rolls. The latter office is to be abolished as from 
the date above mentioned. 





Ir appears that the abolition of the registrars’ certificate of sale 
and transfer of funds in court, proposed by the draft rules relating 
to the Chancery Pay Office, can only be effected by the authority of 
Parliament, since the certificate was prescribed by the Court of 
Chancery Funds Act, 1872, s.10. Opportunity will therefore be 
given for the discussion in Parliament by the legal members of the 

changes, to which we have before referred, in the practice 
of the Chancery Pay Office. 





A CORRESPONDENT calls attention to a matter which is likely to be 
overlooked, just as the double stamp requisite on an appointment 
of new trustees and conveyance of the trust property was very gene- 
tally overlooked before the decision in Hadgett v. Commissioners 

inland Revenue (26 W. R. 115). Where a conveyance or as- 
signment upon a sale contains a declaration enlarging a Yong term 
of years into a fee simple, the conveyance is liable, not only to 
the ad valorem duty on the purchase-money, but also to an extra 
stamp of ten shillings in respect of the declaration. According to 
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@, the purpo 
t of the Roll: section 8 (1) of the 
Stamp Act, 1870, applies, and the instrument, as “containing or 
relating to several distinct matters, is to be separately and dis- 
tinctly charged, as if it were a separate instrument, with duty in 
respect of each of such matters.” 








Tae Bar meerine on Saturday, probably the largest which has ever 
been held, dealt mainly in generalities. It had no hesitation as to the 
expediency of forming a committee ; and the reasons for that step, as 
stated by the mover and seconder of the resolution with this ob- 
ject, were practically identical with those we mentioned when dis- 
cussing the proposal. Nor was there any division as to the general 
statement of the proposed objects. But when a question was incident- 
ally raised astothe exact objects, and themembership of the committee 
to be ultimately formed, considerable divergence of opinion appeared ; 
and it is evident that the prelimi committee which has been 
nominated to devise a constitution to be submitted to another meet- 
ing will have no easy task. The committee, if it is to be efficient, 


{PAN must be thoroughly representative of a profession which is prob- 
ust ably more sectional than any other. Phere are the local bars; 

ere are the circuit bar messes; the equity bar and the common 
100. law bar ; the parliamentary bar ; the special pleaders and the con- 


veyancers. to any one of these bodies questions may arise 
which will have to a dealt with by the proposed committee. 
There are to be represented both the “can’t you let it alone” 
views of the busy barrister and the reforming energy of the less 
successful junior. How to afford all these sections and views due 
Tepresentation on the committee without making it too unwieldy 





for practical purposes, while giving it the influence which is derived 
from haying among its members a large proportion of the leaders of 
the bar, is a problem which will certainly require all the wisdom 
and shrewdness of the preliminary committee to solve. As to the 
jurisdiction of the committee, however wide may be the scope ulti- 
mately intended to be conferred, it will be well to begin modestly. 
The remarks of the learned gentleman who wanted the committee 
to exorcise ‘‘ devils,” and collect fees from defaulting solicitors, did 
not meet with an encouraging reception. 





Now THAT THE APPEAL which the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, with the sanction of a special meeting of the members, 
presented to the House of Lords, in the case of Incorporated 
Law Society v. Waterlow Brothers & Layton, has been decided in 
favour of the law stationers, it is desirable that the precise limits 
of the practice which has been sanctioned should be pointed out. 
This will be best done by stating the course of business alleged 
and admitted in the above-mentioned case :—Solicitors left 
with the defendants original wills for the purpose of being 
engrossed on parchment, in order to obtain probate, and also 
the proper affidavits. The original will and the engrossed copy, 
together with the proper affidavits, were sent by a clerk in the em- 
ploy of the defendants (who was an apprentice having no legal 
training) to the Principal Registry, the defendants providing the 
necessary stamps to discharge the fees payable at the registry. The 
clerk at the registry gave to the defendants’ clerk a stamped receipt 
for the documents, which were left in the name of the solicitor, 
the receipt so stating. At the end of two days the defendants’ 
clerk called at the registry, and the probate was handed to him 
upon production of the receipt, unless the documents previously left 
by him had been found incorrect or insufficient. If any question arose 
as to the correctness or sufficiency of the documents, such question 
was communicated to the clerk, and by him to the defendants, who 
informed the solicitor from whom they had received the documents 
thereof. When a satisfactory reply was given, the same 
took place as before. Throughout all the proceedings the name of 
the solicitor from whom the document was received alone appeared. 
Upon the second visit of the defendants’ clerk, if the documents 
were sufficient, he handed in a stamped form purchased from the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue and paid for by the defendants’ 
cheque. The defendants only performed the work above described 
in cases in which they were employed as law stationers to engross 
the documents, and calculated their charge according to the 
time occupied by the clerk in his visits to the and 
stamp office. The solicitor charged the full fees to his client 
for obtaining the grant of probate. The i would not 
receive the papers unless the name of a solicitor applying for pro- 
bate appeared thereon, and the defendants in all cases received papers 
with the names so written thereon by the solicitor employing them. 
Now, upon these facts it will be seen that the practice which 
has been sanctioned is merely that of bond fide acting as mes- 
senger for a solicitor whose name the law stationer gives, and with 
whose authority he acts. The law stationer’s clerk does not 
represent the solicitor as the solicitor’s clerk would do; he does 
not answer the objections of the clerk at the registry; every 
question is referred back to the solicitor. The law stationer, as 
Lord Justice Brert said in the court below (30 W. R. 820), is hey 
only as messenger, ‘‘and received that kind of fee.” The deci- 
sion is in fact that a law stationer may do for a solicitor what 
any intelligent messenger could do. So far only the decision goes ; 
but there can be little doubt that it will be alleged as an authority 
for practices which are not in any way within its principle. It is 
very desirable, in the interest both of country and town solicitors, 
that an early occasion should be taken for endeavouring to settle 
by legislation the limits within which a law stationer may act for 
a solicitor. It is by no means clear that the country a whe 





PARR RAE gh Ss a 


rit 


2 7 aad eRe 











462 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. | 


May 12, 1 








employs the law stationer to act as messenger in obtaining probates 
does not incur liability, as having practised in London without 
having a London certificate. Asto this point, Lord Justice Corron, 
in the court below, pointedly refrained sm offering an opinion. 
This liability should be removed; but in return for this concession 
the London solicitor may fairly claim that the other advantages, in 
consideration of which he pays the higher rate of duty, should be 
definitely secured to him. 





One oF THE oppest little bills we have ever lighted upon is now 
before the House of Commons. It is entitled ‘‘ A Bill to enable lease- 
holders of houses and cottages to purchase the fee simple of their 
property,” and it bears the names of Mr. Broapuursr and three 


_ other members. The best mode of describing its contents will be 


to state briefly the inalienable powers and rights which it proposes 
to confer upon the fortunate lessee of a house or cottage. Every 
person entitled to aterm of which, if created before the passing 
of the Act, more than thirty years, or, if created after the passing 
of the Act, twenty years remain unexpired, in any house or 
cottage within the meaning of the Act—i.e., any house or cottage, 
‘including any semi-detached house or cottage, or any chapel,” 
and any buildings or land (not exceeding three acres) held and used 
with such house, cottage, or chapel—may apply to the registrar of 
the county court for the purpose of acquiring the fee simple. The 
application is to be accompanied with the deposit of a sum equal to 
two years’ rack rent. On receipt of the application and deposit the 
registrar will ‘publish the same” in the local newspapers, and 
cause notice thereof to be served upon the landlord, and appoint a 
day for ‘investigating the right of the applicant to claim the 
benefit of the Act,” and the title of the landlord ; and it is to be 
the duty of the registrar to “‘ascertain the state of the title 
to such house or cottage,” and the right of the applicant to 
the benefit of the Act; and for these purposes the county 
court judge is to be empowered to require any person to 
appear and give evidence on oath and produce any docu- 
ments; disobedience being punishable as contempt of court. 
The next step, ‘‘ unless the applicant and landlord shall agree as to 
the” amount of the purchase-money of the fee, is for the county 
court judge to “proceed to ascertain such sum by holding an 
inquiry on a convenient day, after giving a month’s notice AP 
to all the parties having any interest in the said house or cottage,” 
and “‘ any party” will be entitled to have a jury summoned, and 
not more than one set of costs is to be allowed against the appli- 
cant unless the judge, ‘‘ for cause shown, otherwise direct.” The 
sum payable for the fee simple is to be ‘‘the sum which, in the 
opinion of the judge or jury, the entire estate in the house or 
cottage (beyond the interest of the applicant) would fetch in the 
open market as between a willing vendor and a willing purchaser,” 
but the value of all improvements effected by the applicant or his 
predecessors in title, otherwise than in pursuance of a contract with 
the landlord or his predecessors, is to be excluded from computation. 
After this sum has been ascertained and paid into court, the appli- 
cant is to be entitled to a ‘‘ certificate of purchase” from the regis- 
trar, which is to operate as a conveyance to the applicant “of all 
thé interest in such house or cottage as was [sic] vested in or 
belonged to such landlord at the date of his application.” But 
the applicant is not to be bound to proceed with his application, 
‘if, in the decision [sie] of the judge, such certificate will not 
convey to him a good title to the entire estate in such house or 
cottage beyond the interest already belonging to him, in which 
case the applicant shall be at liberty to discontinue his application, 
and the judge shall make such order as he thinks just as to the 
costs of, and incidental to, the application.” In other cases, ‘the 
reasonable costs of the application, and of all other proceedings up 
to and ins the issue of the certificate, are to be paid by the 
applicant.” We need hardly pursue further the provisions of this 
eccentric proposal. Why every owner of a house or cottage, who 
hereafter grants a twenty-one years’ lease, should be made fable at 
any moment to have to produce and prove his title before a 
county court registrar or, in default of doing so, to suffer the pains 
of contempt of court, does not seem very clear ; nor is the justice of 
compelling such owner to sell, at any price which a jury of five 
onal local tradesmen may think proper to specify, entirely obvious. 
The fact that a great number of the houses and cottages in this 
country are Wa trustees is, ppperently, too small a detail to 
merit the notice of the framers of this magnificent scheme. 





As tue sittines of the Grand Committee on the Bankru 
proceed, a much greater rate of progress appears to be attained, Qy 
the eighth day’s sitting on Friday last week the ta 
resumed the consideration of clause 19 relating to the appointment 
of the committee of inspection. An amendment, moved by My 
CHAMBERLAIN, to allow the holders of general proxies or powers of 
attorney to be appointed on the committee, and another, moved 
Mr. M’Laean, requiring the committee to meet once a month, 
adopted, as were also a numter of verbal amendments. On claus 
20, relating to composition or scheme after adjudication, the folloy. 
ing addition was made, on the motion of Mr. CaamBerzarn : “ Where 
a debtor is adjudged bankrupt under this sub-section, all de 
proveable in other respects, which have been contracted before the 
date of the adjudication shall be proveable in the bankruptey.” 
The sub-section refers to the revival of a bankruptcy in case of 
default in carrying out the composition, and the words added at the 
instance of Mr. Cuampertary do not seem to provide for the case of 
creditors for debts contracted between the approval of the com. 
position and the revival of the bankruptcy, which was the point 
that required to be provided for. Clause 21, relating to the duties 
of a debtor as to discovery and realization of his property ; clause 
22, as to the arrest of a debtor under certain circumstances ; clause 
23, as to the re-direction of a debtor’s letters; and clause 24, as to 
the discovery of a debtor’s property, were passed with some slight 
amendments. On clause 25, relating to the application for the 
discharge of a bankrupt, an amendment by Mr. 8. Mortey, which 
would have had the effect of re-enacting the present law as to the 
assent of the creditors being required unless a dividend of ten 
shillings in the pound were paid, was, after a long discussion, with. 
drawn, and paragraph (a ) of sub-clause 3, which makes it a ground 
of objection to a discharge that a dividend of ten shillings in t 
pound has not been paid, was struck out. At the ninth days 
sitting, on Monday last, the consideration of clause 25 was resumed, 
and the clause was passed with some small amendments. An 
amendment, moved by Mr. Rytanps, that the acceptance of accom. 
modation bills, expressed to be for value received, should constitute 
a ground of refusal of discharge, led to a long discussion, but 
ultimately the amendment was negatived, and amendments as to 
property inherited by a bankrupt within three years after his 
oe ll notwithstanding his discharge, moved by Mr. T. Fay, 


and to apply the provisions of the clause to pending bankruptcies 
and liquidations, in which the discharge has not been grate 
moved y Mr. A. O’Connor, were withdrawn. In clause 26, which 


defines the effect of an order of discharge, an amendment moved by 
Mr. Grecory to insert words similar to those of section 49 of the 
present Act relating to debts incurred by fraud or breach of trust, 
was accepted, and that clause and the following one, relating to un- 
discharged bankrupts obtaining credit without disclosing their 
position, were passed. To clause 28, which provides for certain 
disqualifications of bankrupts, Sir H. Peex moved the amendment | 
of which he had given notice, to prevent a bankrupt solicitor or 
auctioneer being appointed as solicitor or auctioneer to any of the 
public bodies named in the clause, and in case of a second bank- 
ruptey from renewing their certificates or licences, but, after 
some discussion, the amendment was negatived. In clause 29, 
which provides for the vacating of the seat of any bankrupt member 
of the House of Commons, the time allowed for the removal of the 
disqualification was reduced from ‘‘one year” to ‘six months”; 
and clause 30 (relating to the vacating of municipal and other publi¢ 
offices), clause 31 (giving the court power to annul in certain “a 
clause 82 (defining the meaning of payment of debts in full 
clause 33 (description of debts proveable in bankruptcy), clause 34 
(as to mutual credit and set-off), and clause 35 (relating to rules as 
to proof of debt contained in the second schedule), were agreed to. 
On clause 36, relating to the priority of certain debts, an amend- 
ment standing in the names of Mr. Stanmore and Lord Ataeryox 
Percy, which oo ee to give priority to parochial and other rates 
due and payable within twelve months next before the adjudication, 
was under discussion, when the Committee adjourned until the first 
Friday after the Whitsuntide recess. 





Tue rportant case of Munster v. Lamb, in which Matuew 
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—— 
to the plaintiff’s counsel to appeal. But on carefully 


hen von to 






ning the facts, we cannot but think that to reverse the 
decision would be to overrule decided cases, which, though very 
few in number (and ‘hence perhaps the difficulty), have never been 
yestioned. The facts in Munster v. Lamb were briefly these. 
The plaintiff had prosecuted a woman for burglary, the main 
charge being that she had drugged the plaintiffs servants to 
facilitate the commission of the burglary. The defendant defended 
the woman before the magistrates, and not being able to resist the 
that drugs had been found in the house of the plaintiff, sug- 
that they might have been brought into the house by the 
intiff himself, with the intention of using them for an immoral 
and criminal purpose. This suggestion was made the ground of an 
action for slander, in which the plaintiff was nonsuited, and the 
court has now upheld the nonsuit, holding that the expressions 
complained of “‘ seemed to have bee within the line indicated by 
the authorities as the boundaries of the advocate’s privilege.” All 
these authorities will be found in the famous case of Hodgson v. 
Scarlett (1 B. & Ald, 232), in which it was held that an action 
inst a barrister (who afterwards became Lord Anrneer) for 
styling the plaintiff a ‘‘fraudulent and wicked attorney” was not 
maintainable. The judges were Lord Extennonoven, C.J., and 
Baytey, Anzorr and Horroyp, JJ., and the judgment was clearly to 
the effect that no action lies for words pertinent to the issue, leav- 
ing the point in doubt whether an action lay for words irrelovant. 
But from a note which was prepared by the latter learned judge 
(see per AtpERsoN, B., in Gibbs v. Pike, 9M. & W. at p. 358), and 
which goes more fully into the whole question than the judg- 
ments, it appears that he inclined to the opinion that an action 
could not be supported ‘‘for words false and malicious spoken by a 
conducting his own case before a court of competent juris- 
diction,” and that a counsel is in the same situation as the party. For 
ourselves, however, we think the law is still as it was laid down in 
the old case of Brook v. Sir Henry Montague (Cro. Jac. 90), 
“that a counsellor hath a privilege to enforce anything which is 
informed unto him for his client, and to give it in evidence, it being 
pagegs to the matter in question, and to examine whether it be 
e or false ;” that is, that relevancy is a question to be considered. 
But it seems difficult to say that the expressions complained of in 
Munster v. Lamb were not relevant to the issue. 








BILLS OF SALE NOT IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE STATUTORY FORM. 


Tur case of Davis v. Burton, Blaiberg, Claimant (31 W. R. 523 
L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 414), is one which, as we should conjecture, may 
have a very sweeping operation with regard to the validity of bills of 
sale executed subsequently to the coming into operation of the Bills 
of Sale Act (1878) Daebiat Act, 1882, and is, therefore, one 
which is worthy of consideration by all who may have to frame or 
advise on the effect of such bills of sale. We should think it not 
improbable that a great many bills of sale have been drawn in such 
manner as to come within the scope of that decision. It used to 
be, prior to that Act, a very common thing for a bill of sale to be 
framed in the following manner :—A certain sum being advanced 
on the security of the bill of sale, to that sum a certain sum, called 
generally in the bill of sale the consideration money for the 
advance, was added, and the whole was made payable by instal- 
ments; and upon default in the payment of any instalment the 
whole sum—t.e., the advance, plus the consideration money— 
became due immediately, and upon non-payment thereof the goods 
could be seized. There is no doubt that this machinery, in- 
pte devised by money-lenders, led to the grossest injustice 
and hardship in many cases. The consideration money in most 
cases, even assuming that it was paid in the instalments at the 
specified dates, represented a most exorbitant rate of interest ; but 
when the whole might become immediately due upon any default, 
efore the borrower had enjoyed the use of the sum advanced to 
him for anything like the full period, of course the exorbitant 
character of the transaction was enormously enhanced. Besides, 
the bill of sale usually stipulated for the performance of all sorts 
of extraordinarily stringent covenants by the grantor as well as 
punctual payment of the instalments, an 6 ig default in perform- 
these covenants, the whole sum, consisting of 





advance and consideration money, became immediately due. The 
borrowers in such cases are frequently people of unbusiness-like 
character, or pressed by the exigency of the moment; they hope or 
assume that they will be able to pay the instalments; they do not 
pay much attention to the complicated covenants and provisions 
contained in very small print; and the result often was that some 
poor tradesman or farmer in a small way of business, who had fallen 
into the hands of a money-lender, found that the transaction, so far 
from helping him, even for a short time, only involved him in 
immediate ruin. He got really nothing for his money in such cases, 
and the only result of the transaction, in substance, was to ‘enable 
the bill of sale holder to defraud both the grantor and his creditors. 

The new Act, as our readers will remember, provides that a bill 
of sale shall be void unless made in accordance with the form given 
in the schedule, and the case to which we refer decides that bills 
of sale framed in the manner we have described are not in accord- 
ance with the form in the schedule, and so are void. We hope and 
believe that this decision will stand when it comes to be discussed 
hereafter; and if it does, we believe that a great deal of injustice 
and oppression will be prevented in future. Cave, J., said, in 
giving judgment, “ This instrument is not in substantial accordance 
with the form. In the first place, it provides for the — of 
capitalized interest, which is stated to be at the rate of sixty per 
cent., but which may come to be enormously more if there is 
a violation of any of the covenants, and a consequent seizure 
of the goods. That alone is enough to show that the bill of 
sale is not in accordance with the form. If it had followed 
the form, nothing more could have become payable than the 
principal sum and interest down to the seizure. As it is framed, 
the effect might be that a week after the execution of the deed, the 
mortgagee could seize for the whole of the so-called capitalized 
interest.” It is true that the learned judge also specified other 
points in which the bill of sale deviated from the form, and that 
the instrument was, perhaps, still more obviously bad on those 
points; but the judgment is a most clear and definite expres- 
sion of the opinion that it is no longer legal to frame 
bills of sale in the manner we have described. Mr. Justice Day 
concurred generally in the judgment of Mr. Justice Cave, and such 
concurrence must be taken, therefore, to include all the grounds 
mentioned by the latter judge. 

The other ground upon which the bill of sale in the case we refer 
to was held bad, was as follows :—The statute provides that the goods 
included in the bill of sale shall only be seized on certain contingen- 
cies, one of those contingencies being non-payment of the sum secured 
by the bill of sale at the time specified. e draftsman of the bill 
of sale in this case had very ingeniously endeavoured to evade the 
provisions of the statute in this respect by the following device. It 
was provided that upon certain contingencies, other than the contin- 
gencies specified by the Act, the whole sum secured by the bill of 
sale should immediatély become due, and that the should be 
liable to seizure upon the contingencies mentioned in the Act. It 
was contended that, one of the contingencies mentioned in the Act 
being non-payment of the sum secured by the bill of sale, there was 
nothing in the bill of sale which contravened the Act. The court 
held that the form of the bill of sale in this respect also was 
invalid, as it was an attempt to evade the provisions of the Act and 
was clearly not in accordance with the form in the schedule. 

It must not be concluded from this decision that all bills of sale 
not in the precise terms of the form given in the schedule to the 
Act are void. Bills of sale to secure a current account with 
bankers, varying in amount but not exceeding a specified sum, 
cannot be made in exact accordance with the form, which seems 
only to contemplate a bill of sale for a specified sum, yable at 
a certain time or by certain instalments. We incline to that 
if such a bill deviates from the form given in the schedule Fe to 
the extent necessary to give the required security and no er, 
it will be held to be in substantial compliance with the require- 
ments of the Act. But upon this, as upon many other points of 
this strange Act, it is impossible to with confidence. 








The Rule Committee of J ae met on Thursday, when the Lord Chan- 
cellor, Lord Chief Justice Coleridge, Lord Justice Lindley, Sir 
Hannen, Baron Pollock, Mr. Justice Manisty, and the Master of the Rolls, 
who has been added to the committee in place of the late Sir George 
Jessel, attended, 
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THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION AS TO 
DESIGNS AND TRADE-MARKS. 
Il. 


The 67th clause of the Government Bill proposes to refuse registra- 
tion to words which would be deemed disentitled to protection in a 
court of justice, thus re-enacting the latter part of section 6 of the Act 
of 1875, with a sufficient alteration of language to place it beyond 
dispute that the construction already put upon that part of the section 
by the late Master of the Rolls is the right one—viz., that it refers 
exclusively to inherent defects in the words themselves, and not to 
any comparison with other marks. It might have been as well to 
introduce into this section the 17th clause of the directions to 
applicants for registration, if it is intended to maintain it, by which 
registration as new marks or prominent parts of new marks is to 
be refused to representations of the Queen or any member of the 
Royal family, to the Royal arms, to representations of the Royal 
crown or of national flags, to arms of counties, cities, and boroughs 
in the United Kingdom, to prize or exhibition medals, to the word 
“patent,” and to a signature not that of the applicant. At present 
registration of these words and emblems is refused by a rather wide 
interpretation of the jurisdiction of the commissioners. It may quite 
possibly be advisable to forbid the use in a trade-mark of the Royal 
arms, while it may not be worth while to enact the penalties pro- 
posed by clause 94 of the Bill for assuming those arms without 
authority ; and there can be no right to turn into a trade-mark an 
exhibition medal which has been awarded to many recipients. 
Persons who have been awarded a medal require protection against 
other prize-takers who wish to monopolize the use of it, as well as 
against non-recipients, who ought to be forbidden generally to claim 
to share the merits of those who have received medals. 

The provisions of the 3rd section of the Act of 1875 are repeated 
in the 69th clause of the Bill, from which, and also from the re- 
marks of Mr. Chamberlain in introducing the Bill, it is pretty clear 
that the Government have no intention of admitting the principle 
suggested by Mr. Arnold’s Trade-Marks Bill. The 3rd section of 
the Act of 1875, which it is now proposed to re-enact, lays down 
that registration of a trade-mark is to be primd facie evidence of the 
exclusive right of the registered proprietor to the mark, and after five 
years’ registration conclusive evidence of the fact. In Palmer's case 
the Court of Appeal decided that for the five years’ registration to 
have this effect the mark registered must be something which was, or 
was capable of being a trade-mark, so that descriptive words, or 
words which were common to a trade could not become the exclu- 
sive property of any one by the mere fact of a five years’ registra- 
tion. This decision it is the object of Mr. Arnold’s Bill to reverse, 
by enacting (clause 1) that five years’ registration is to give an 
“absolute and unimpeachable right” to the exclusive use of a 
trade-mark, ‘‘ whether it is or is not a trade-mark ”’ as defined by 
the Act of 1875, and also (clause 2) that no person, other than the 
registrar or the registered proprietor, is to be “entitled to com- 
mence any proceeding for the rectification of the registration” of a 
five years’ mark, but that the certificate of registration of such a 
mark is to be conclusive evidence of the exclusive right. The 
result of such a law would be that any one who had stolen a march 
upon his rivals in trade, and had obtained registration of such words 
as ‘first quality,” “ warranted genuine,” “ best brandy,” and so on, 
would after five years be absolutely entitled to the exclusive use of 
words for which no one would ever have searched the Trade-Marks’ 
Journal because of the very absurdity of the claim. It would be 
most unfortunate, and a great discouragement to honest trade if 
such a proposal as this were allowed to become law. Happily it 
does not appear that it will be accepted by the Government, and 
their Bill preserves the existing state of affairs in this respect. 

After clauses making registration, or, as to old marks, a certifi- 
cate of refusal to register, necessary for legal proceedings to protect 
a trade-mark, regulating the practice of registration, and author- 
izing the Board of Trade, with the sanction of the Treasury, to fix 
fees, comes a long clause (74), containing no less than thirteen 
sub-sections, with reference to the Sheffield Cutlers’ Company. 
This gon po has for centuries regulated the stecl trade of Hallam- 
shire, and special provisions are contained in the Act of 1875 and 
in the Rules with regard to it. These provisions it is now pro- 
posed to modify considerably, principally, it is believed, on account 
of the failure of the company to comply with the provisions of the 





existing Acts. It is now proposed to give the Cutlers’ Co 
jurisdiction within their district over raw steel and goods made gt — 
steel, or of steel and iron combined, whether with or without, | 
cutting edge, thus going considerably beyond the Cutlers’ Act of 
1860. A new Sheffield register of marks used on any such goods 
by persons carrying on business in Hallamshire, or within six miles 
thereof, is to be established under the management of the 
Company ; the Cutlers’ Company are to give notice of such appli. 
cations to the comptroller, and the comptroller is to give notice to 
the company of applications for marks to be used on goods of this 
description outside the company’s district; then at the end of fiye 
years from the commencement of this Act the present cutlery 
register of corporate marks is to be closed, and all marks therej 
but not in the new Sheffield register, are to be deemed to be 
abandoned ; and any decision of the Cutlers’ Company is to be 
subject to appeal to the comptroller, and, ultimately, to the court, 
The Bill is not very explicit as to what course is to be adopted in 
consequence of such notifications as mentioned above, and, in this 
respect, some amendment is necessary, and it would also be 
right to give a locus penitentie by appealing to the court in cases 
in which a Sheffield mark has not been transferred to the new 
register within the five years. Still, there is not so much to object to 
in the clause if the principle is orce admitted that there ought to 
be a separate Sheffield register. This is a very serious question, 
and it appears to us that, now that a general register of trade-marks 
is established, the reason for the existence of a Sheffield register is 
gone. There has never been a separate register at Manchester for 
cotton marks, or at Redditch for needle marks, though at each 
place a committee was formed to assist in discriminating true trade. 
marks from marks which were not so. Their labours ended when 
the old marks had been dealt with, and it would be more generally 
satisfactory with respect to steel marks if the registrations were, for 
the future, all conducted in London, merely keeping an office in 
Sheffield, under the Cutlers’ Company, if desired, for the purpose 
of giving information as to steel marks, just as there is one in 
Manchester which discharges similar functions with respect to 
cotton marks. This leads, by the way, to the observation that, 
although the Bill proposes to provide specially for a Manchester 
design office, it makes no reference to the Manchester Trade-marks 
Office, which is already in existence, though not under the authority 
of any Act of Parliament, but merely of certain rules. If an enaet- 
ment is thought necessary in the one case, it should be in the 
other. 

This disposes of the trade-marks part of the Bill, and it only 
remains to refer to a few of the general clauses which have a 
bearing upon this subject. Thus, clause 82, as to the rectification 
of the register; clause 83, as to the comptroller’s power to corra¢t 
clerical errors; clause 87, as to the permission to send applications 
and notices by post ; clause 90, as to the power of the Board of 
Trade to make general rules; clause 93, as to international 
arrangements, by which a certain prior right to the registration of 
trade-marks is given to the subjects of States with which an inter 
national arrangement has been come to; and clause 102, incor- 
porating the existing trade-marks register with the new one. These 
provisions are mainly repetitions of existing enactments, and do not 
contain anything to which objection need be made, and, with 
respect to the provisions of the Bill generally on the subject of 
trade-marks, it may safely be said that there is little to complain of 
in those provisions, and that a fitter subject of complaint is the 
absence from the Bill of provisions which might reasonably have 
been expected to be incorporated in it. 

We have now examined the provisions of the four Bills which 
are now before Parliament on the subjects of Patents, Designs, 
and Trade Marks, and it is safe to say that if either of the 
two principal Bills receives the sanction of the Legislature much 
good ought to result. The principal subject of the Bills is 
naturally that of patents, which everyone has for years past 
admitted to be in a far from satisfactory condition, and, accordingly, 
three of the four Bills deal with this subject, two in a very 
thorough and easy sae way. With regard to designs and trade- 
marks, there are fewer defects to be discovered, and these subjects 
are, consequently, practically left to the Government. t 
respect to patents, we have already indicated the different points in 
which the one or the other Bill appears to be preferable, while, 
with to designs and trade-marks, we have only had to con- 
sider how far the Government proposals were satisfactory, and iq 
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iculars they required cutting down or supplementing. 
ey Petitying to find that the Government Bill, on which the 
fature measure will,.in all probability, be framed, is already so 
satisfactory a proposal, and can so easily be amended in the points 
in which it is defective. It may be hoped it is not yet too late for 
the Government to adopt the proposal of the Society of Arts for 
the establishment of a new Board of Commissioners of Patents. 
When the long-talked-of measure for the reform of the copyright 
,aws is at last framed, it should be a subject to be seriously con- 
sidered, whether a new system of registration should not be estab- 


lished and placed under the control of the same authorities as have | TY 


the control of patents, designs, and trade-marks. Patents and 

ighted literature are alike the product of inventive talent, the 
aleave right to a design is already styled a copyright, and the 
nature of trade-marks is so akin to that of copyright that the title 
ofa book belongs to the one category, its contents to the other. To 
include all under one jurisdiction would be to take the last step in 
a course which has already been pursued with success on previous 
occasions, and to make the system finally complete. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LAW SOCIETY OF THE UNITED KINGDOM +. SHAW 
AND BLAKE. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Messrs. Shaw & Blake have sent us a circular intimating 
that the case brought against them by the Law Society was heard by 
the House of Lords on the 30th ult., when the decision of the Court 
of Appeal was affirmed in their favour and the appeal dismissed with 
costs, their lordships agreeing that the duties discharged by the re- 

dents were simply those of messengers to the solicitors who em- 
them, and that there was nothing in the statutes or in the 

rules to prevent them from discharging those duties. Such is the re- 
port Messrs. Shaw & Blake give of the decision, with this further 
statement, ‘‘ In so doing we neither acted as solicitors nor proctors.” 
Probably most i will be very well satisfied with the decision as 
far as it goes; but to our minds it does not deal with the real diffi- 
culty, which is, as we understand the matter, the fact of Messrs. Shaw 
& Blake and others in their line of business not only acting as messen- 
gers but as London agents. We know quite well that solicitors in the 
country send up to them their applications for probate and letters of 
administration, which are granted without the intervention of a Lon- 
don solicitor, and the country practitioner makes the full charge for 
the work done. Now, Sir, inasmuch as a country solicitor is not 
allowed to practise in London unless he has also an office in London, 
and has paid the higher rate of duty upon his annual certificate, we do 
not seehow Messrs. Shaw & Blake may besaid to act as his messenger. 
One of two things must follow—(1) either Messrs. Shaw & Blake are 
in the position of London agents without the proper 
ification; or (2) the coun solicitor is practising in 
don without havin id the duty required upon a London 
certificate. Moreover, if Messrs. Shaw & Blake are to be allowed to 
act for the country solicitor in probate matters, it appears to us that 
will very soon claim to do much of the work that is now usually 
transacted through the recognized London agent. The subject is of 
much importance to the profession generally, and particularly to 
young men who cannot afford to have their rights and privileges 
encroached upon. We trust, Sir, that the matter will not be allowed 
to rest, and that this one of many inroads upon the profession may be 

The subject leads us to point out that solicitors in the country— 
bee in such towns as Manchester, Liverpool, and Leeds—have 

the advantages enjoyed by a London solicitor, and, in fact, a great 
deal of the litigious work previously carried on in London is now done 
either by them properly, or as agents, in the district registries. Under 
these circumstances, should a London solicitor be called upon to 
pay a duty of £9 as of £6 upon his annual certificate ? In other 

» what reason is there for imposing upon the London solicitor 
duty of half as much again as that “ y solicitors practising in 
the towns and district registries 
to consideration, and we hope, Sir, that you will facilitate its discus- 
sion. A. & B. 
May 8. 





COST OF SHORTHAND WRITERS’ NOTES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—It may be of interest to your readers to know that in a case 
of Gandy v, Reddaway, in which judgment was delivered last Tuesday 


The question is at least open | P. 





by Mr. Justice Pearson, upon Mr. Higgins, Q.C., applying on behalf 
of my clients, the defendants, for the costs of the Ph writers’ 
notes, his lordship said, ‘‘Oh! certainly they will be included. For 
the information of the bar generally, I may say that I am so satisfied 
with the advantage to all of having shorthand notes that in 
all cases, if I am asked beforehand (unless I think the case is so 
small and so trivial that it will not bear the expense of the shorthand 
notes), I-shall at once order shorthand notes to be taken. It reall 
saves the parties in one day probably the expense of the rs mt | 
notes.” 

The case in question would have taken, at least, twice as long to 

without the notes, and I am sure his lordship’s remarks will give 

satisfaction to all readers, A. wacnomaie BLA. 
Manchester, May 3. 





CONVEYANCE CONTAINING DECLARATION ENLARGING 
TERM OF YEARS. 
[To the Editor of the ‘Solicitors’ Journal.]} 

Sir,—I recently prepared a conveyance in which I inserted a 
declaration enlarging an old term of years into a fee simple under 
section 65 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, and 
stamped such conveyance with the proper ad valorem duty. 

Acting, however, upon a suggestion made by my stationer, I have 
had the deed adjudicated on, and the commissioners have decided 
that it requires an extra stamp of ten shillings to be impressed thereon 
in respect of the above declaration. 

Surely this was never the intention of the Legislature ? 

Canterbury, May 4. CANTUAR. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


PRESCRIPTION—LIGHT—INJUNCTION TO RESTRAIN OBSTRUCTION TO PRE- 
VENT AcquIsITION or RigHtT—Raitway Company.—In a case of Bonner v. 
The Great Western Railway Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 
4th inst., the question arose whether an injunction could be granted to 
prevent a railway company from erecting screens on land which they had 
acquired for the purposes of their Act, in order to prevent a neighbouring 
landowner from acquiring a right to the access of light over the company’s 
land. The plaintiff was the owner of a hotel adjoining the defendants’ 
railway, mo the defendants had erected screens to obstruct the light 
coming to the plaintiff’s windows, with the object of preventing 
plaintiff from acquiring a right to the access of light. It was admitted 
that the plaintiff's windows were not ancient lights, but it was contended 
that a railway company is not in the same position as an i land- 
owner, and is only entitled to use its land for the p of its under- 
taking. Bacon, V.C., granted a mandatory interlocutory injunction, 
compelling the company to remove the screens. The Court of Appeal 
(Baccattay, Lixpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) discharged the order.. Baccatiay, 
L.J., said that if the railway company had been using their land for a 
purpose not authorized by their Act, and that improper use of the land 
interfered with the right of an individual, he might get an injunction. 
If there was the same unlawful use, but no private person was injured, 
the Attorney-General might, in some cases, come for an injunction. But 
here the plaintiff had no right at all. His windows had not been enjoyed 
by him long enough to gain for him a right to the access of light to them. 
Apparently, the view of the Vice-Chancellor was that the plaintiff had 
an accruing right, so that if there was no interruption for twenty years an 
easement would be,acquired. It was, however, contrary to every prin- 
ciple that a person who had no right should restrain a railway ' 
or anybody else, from doing what would prevent him acquiring a rian t in 
time. Therefore, the plaintiff was not entitled to an injunction. But 
the substantial contention was, that the railway company ha’ acquired 
its land under parliamentary powers for the purposes of the > 
company did not get the same rights of enjoyment as an ordinary land- 
owner would. No doubt there would be found in particular cases 
observations of the judges to the effect that railway companses had not 
the same unlimited rights as other owners. They were not at liberty to 
use their land in a manner inconsistent with the purposes provided for in 
their Act. But when the question was how land might be ordinarily 
enjoyed by a company, which had acquired it for the purposes and was 
using 1t in the way prescribed, it was clear that the company ought not to 
be interfered with in exercising the rights which ordinary i 
so long as they did nothing contrary to their Act. It was not said that 
the company were doing so in this case. The substantial question must be 
tried at the hearing, and there was no ground for an injunction at the 

resent stage. Linpigy, L.J., thought it was eno to say that the 
plaintiff asked for an injunction to restrain an in with ligh 
to which he admitted he had no title at all. Frr, L.J., was the same 
He had no doubt as to the power of the court to grant 
application ; but plaintiff 
t. As to the balance of con 
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opinion. 
mandatory injunction on an interlocu 
had no primd facie right to the access of 
venience, taking down the h might hurt the defendants, but 
leaving it wp could only do very slight injury to the plaintiff, which could 
be compensated by ———— The defendants were not acting — 
sively, but had put up the ing bond Ade.—Sourervors, R. R. 3 
Robinson, Preston, § Stor, 
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Tznant ror Lire—Power or Leasinc—Lezasz By way or Mortcace— 
Vauiviry.—In a case of Taylor y. Lord Mostyn, before the Court of Ap 
on the 9th inst., the question arose whether a power contained in a strict 
settlement of land by will, authorizing the tenant for life to grant leases 
of mines, had been validly exercised. The will empowered the respective 
tenants for life, when in possession of the estates, to grant any lease or 
leases of any mines or mine, colliery or collieries, or of any parcel or parcels 
of land for the purpose of digging for, winning, or gaining any ore, 
minerals, or coal in any part of the estates, for such terms or number of 
years, and under and subject to such rents or reservations and agreements 
as to such tenant for life should seem reasonable or proper. The tenant 
for life in possession, purporting to exercise this power, demised some 
collieries on the estates for a term of ninety-nine years, at a peppercorn 
rent, by way of mortgage to secure the repayment with interest of a sum 
of £6,000 advanced to him by the lessee. The action was brought by the 
mortgagee to foreclose the mortgage, and it was contended by the persons 
interested in the estates that the lease was not a valid exercise of the 
power ; that the power was intended to be exercised for the benefit of all 
the persons interested in the estate, and not for the exclusive personal 
benefit of the tenant for life. Bacon, V.C., held that the lease was 
valid, and his decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Baceat- 
Lay, Liypizy, and Fry, L.JJ.) Fry, L.J., who delivered the judg- 
ment of the court, said that the words of the power made the donee 
the absolute judge of what was reasonable and proper. Was there any- 
thing to limit the generality of the language? It was said that it was 
limited by the ‘‘ words for the purpose of digging for, &c., any ore, minerals, 
or coal.”? His lordship thought these words were not a limitation on the 
power generally, but that they related only to the parcel or parcels of 
land which might be demised. It enabled the donee to grant a lease of 
any parcel of land wherever situate on the estate, provided it was granted 
for the pi specified. It would be doing violence to the language of 
the power to say that the tenant for life could not exercise it in any 
manner he pleased. It was admitted that he could take a fine, but it was 
said it must be a reasonable one. But the moment it was conceded that 
he could take a fine for his own benefit, the court had no means of ascer- 

ining what was reasonable. His lordship thought the point was really 
concluded by Sheehy v. Lord Muskerry (1H. L. C. 576). Then the words 
of the power were, ‘‘as he shall think fit,’’ but his lordship could see no 
valid distinction between those words and the words in the present case, 
**as to such tenant for life shall seem reasonable and proper.’’ The lease 
was, therefore, a valid exercise of the power.—Souicirors, Law, Hussey, § 
Hulbert ; Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co. 





Venpor anpD Purcuaser—TitL—E—UnstamMpep DeEp—Lanvs Causes 
Consotrpation Act, 1845, ss. 75, 82—Cosrs.—In a case of Ex parte The 
Birkbeck Freehold Land Society, before Pearson, J., on the 5th inst., the 
question arose whether a vendor of land was bound, at his own expense, 
to procure the stamping of an unstamped deed which formed part of the 
title to the property. In 1871 the Birkbeck Society purchased some land 
situate within Epping Forest, and the land was conveyed to the trustees of 
society in fee simple. Some portions of the land thus purchased were the 
afterwards allotted under the rules of the society to some of their members, 
who paid the society for them, and the plots of land so allotted were con- 
veyed to the allottees by the trustees. After this had been done the 
Epping Forest Act, 1878, was passed, and it provided that certain lands 
(including those which the Birkbeck Society had purchased) should be 
thrown open, and that an arbitrator appointed by the Act should deter- 
mine what sum should be paid by the conservators of the forest to the 
owner of the soil of any portion of the land thrown open, as purchase- 
money for the soil thereof, with the minerals thereunder and the 
timber thereon. With the Act were incorporated the provisions of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, with respect to the purchase- 
money or compensation coming to parties having limited interests, or 
prevented from treating, or not making title, and with respect to the con- 
veyances of lands. On the passing of this Act the Birkbeck Society re- 
ae eae their allottees the plots of land which were thus to be 

hrown open, at the prices which the allottees had given for them, and 
the allottees re-conveyances to the trustees, the re-conveyances 
being indorsed on the original conveyances. The re-conveyances were 
. The arbitrator afterwards determined that the sum of 
£397 was to be pai the conservators to the Birkbeck Society for the 
purchase of their interest in the soil of the land belonging to them which 
was to be thrown open, and the minerals and timber, and that the land 
should be thrown open on payment of the £397, and that on such payment 
the society should, at the expense of the conservators, execute a convey- 
ance tothem. The society furnished an abstract of title to the conserva- 
tors, who made no objection to the title, except that the re-conveyances 
to the society ought to have been stamped, and they required that they 
should be stamped at the expense of the society. The society declined to 
do this, but offered to procure the allottees to join in the conveyance to the 
conservators, and the conservators thereupon paid the £397 into court, 
and, after this had been done, they, under the power conferred by section 
75 of the Lands Clauses Act, executed a dood 1 poll vesting the land in 
themselves in fee. The society petitioned for payment of the £397 
to them, and the question arose whether the money Thad been properly paid 
into court, and whether the conservators ought to pay the costs of the peti- 
tion. Reliance was placed on the case of Whiting to Loomes (29 W. Ri. 435, 
L. RB. 14 Ch. D. 822, 17 Ch. D. 10), as showing that the vendors were bound 
to procure the stamping of the re-conveyances at their own expense. 
Pranson, J., said that this was quite a different case from Whiting to 
Loomes. There the eT deed was a mortgage deed, the mortgage 
being fora term, It had been acted on, and it was a valid mortgage 





deed. The mortgagee could not be made a party to the conveya 
the purchaser without showing what his interest was. Jessel, M. 
that the purchaser would have a right to set up the term as a protect; 
against mesne incumbrances. His judgment was founded on this, tha 
the mortgage deed might be of real use to the purchaser as a defence af 
some future time. The Court of Ap a to indorse his judgment 
There was nothing of that kind the present case. The use of th 
re-conveyances could only be to vest the legal estate in the Birk} 
Society, so as to enable them to convey it to the conservators. A deed 
which the allottees joined would be manifestly sufficient todo that. Ify 
re-conveyances should afterwards crop up, they would throw no doubt on 
the title ; they would show why the allottees had joined in the conv 

to the conservators, and that every right, legal and equitable, had been 
vested in the Birkbeck Society. The conservators were not entitled ty 
require the re-conveyances to be stamped at the expense of the 
They must pay the costs of the petition.--Soticrrors, Poncione & Leg 
The City Solicitor. 


’ 





ATTACHMENT—DISOBEDIENCE OF ORDER MADE IN OHAMBERS AND Nop 
EnTERED—CoNSOLIDATED ORDERS OF CouRT oF CHANCERY, ORD. 35, R, 32, 
—In a case of Ballard v. Tomlinson, before Pearson, J., on the 4th inst, 
the question arose whether an order which had been made in chambers, 
but had not been entered, could be enforced by attachment. An order 
had been made in chambers that the defendant should file an answer to 
further interrogatories. The order was not obeyed, and the plaintiff then 
moved for leave to issue a writ of attachment against the defendant. On 
the hearing of the motion the objection was taken that there had been no 
proper service of the order, the order not having been entered. Rule 32 
of order 35 of the Consolidated Orders of the Court of Chancery provides 
that ‘‘ all orders made in chambers, and drawn up by the chief clerk or 
registrar, shall be entered in the same manner, and in the same office, ag 
orders made in open court are entered.’’ Pzarson, J., was at first disposed 
to overrule the objection, but, ultimately, after consulting one of his chief 
clerks, he came to the conclusion that, though, in practice, orders made 
in chambers are, with the view of saving time and expense, not en 
yet, if it is desired to enforce obedience to such an order by attachmel 
the order must be entered just as an order made in court.—Sotrcrrors, 
G. H. K, § G. A. Fisher ; Wright § Pilley. 


— 








VENDOR AND PurcuasER—‘‘ OuTGoINGs’’ TO BE DISCHARGED BY VENDOR 
—EXPENSES PAYABLE TO Locat Boarp—Pvusiic Heattu Act, 1875, 6s. 
150, 257.—In a case of In re Furtado and Jeffries, before Pearson, J., on the 
8th inst., a question arose as to what was included under the description 
of ‘* outgoings” in a contract for the sale of land. The contract, which 
was entered into in November, provided that the vendor should disc 
all ‘‘ outgoings”’’ in respect of the property up to the date fixed for th 
completion of the purchase, which was in December. In October certain 
works had been executed by the local board in whose district the property 
was situated, such as breaking up streets and making sewers, the cost of 
which the board were entitled, under the Public Health Act, 1875, toco 
the owners of the adjoining properties to pay, the owner of the property in- 
cluded in the contract for sale being one of the persons so liable to pay. The 
cost cf the works was not apportioned by the board among the different 
persons chargeable until after the date fixed for the completion of the 
contract, nor was any demand for payment made by the board until after 
that date. The purchaser required that the vendor should pay the amount 
thus demanded by the board, on the ground that it was an ‘‘ outgoing” 
within the meaning of the contract. Pzarson, J., on the authority of 
Midgley v. Coppock (28 W. R. 161, L.R.4 Ex. D. 309), which dealt with simi- 
lar charges under the Manchester Improvement Act, held that the amount 
claimed by the board was an ‘‘ outgomg’’ which the vendor was bound to 
discharge.—Souicirors, Ranger § Burton ; Harwood. 


PracticE—INVESTMENT—CAsH UNDER ConTron or Covunt—Money PAID 
IN UNDER PRIVATE ESTATE AcT—23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, s. 10—GuneraL ORDER 
or Court or Cuancery, Fesrvary 1, 1861.—In a case of Jackson v. Tyas, 
before Pearson, J., on the 8th inst., the question arose whether the 
power of investment conferred by section 10 of the Act 23 & 24 Vict. c, 38, 
with regard to cash under the control of the court, applied to = 
paid mto court under the provisions of a private estate Act, which 
that all moneys ve into court pursuant to the Act ‘‘shall in the mean- 
time,’’ and until applied, invested, or laid out for any of the purposes by 
the Act authorized, ‘‘ be laid out in the name of the Accountant- 
inthe purchase of Exchequer bills.” An application was made to the 
court to sanction the sale of some of the Exchequer bills which were it 
court, and the investment of the proceeds on mortgage, so as to produce 
a larger income for the tenant for life. Parson, J., held, on the autho 
of Ex parte St. John’s College, Oxford (31 W. R. 55, L. R. 22 Ch. D. I 
ante, p. 54), that the court had power to sanction such an investment. 
oa that the judgments of the Court of Appeal in that case showed 
clearly that they intended to decide that whenever money was under the 
control and care of the court the enlarged power of investment was given 
by the Act of 1860.—Sox1crrons, FZ. C. Huntington ;; Hughes, Hooker, $ 
Co. 





Nvursance—Insuncrion—LocaL Boanp--Permisstve Nvuisance—Pvus1te 
Heauru Act, 1875, 8. 17, 21.—In a case of Charles v. The Finchley Loeal 
Board, before Pearson, J., on the 8th inst., the question arose whether a0 
injunction could be granted se aie a local board from pene 
landowner within their district to send sewage into a drain belonging t 
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go as to cause a nuisance to the plaintiff. The plaintiff was the owner 
a house in front of which was an open ditch belonging to the board, and 
ch was only intended to be and was only used by them for the 
-ainage of surface water. Inthe year 1878 one Cooper, who was the owner or 
lessee of lands on one side of the plaintiff’s pro » entered into an 
agreement with the board that a drain to carry off the rain water from his 
should be carried into this ditch above the plaintiff's house, and 
mt was carried into effect in 1880. A pipe was laid down by 
for the purpose of ing off the surface water, and he after- 
5 without any leave or licence from the board, laid down a pipe from 
a 1 on his ises and connected it with the overflow Pipe, which 
not only the pure water, but also the sewage, into the ditch, and 
thus caused the nuisance to the plaintiff. This action was brought against 
the board without making Cooper a party, and it claimed an injunction 
to restrain the board from permitting sewage from the cesspool on 
s land to flow into their ditch. Pzanrson, J., held that the plain- 
tiff was entitled to an injunction. He said the question was whether the 
plaintiff was right in bringing his action against the board, and whether 
the court had jurisdiction over the board under such circumstances. It 
was contended on behalf of the board that the action should have been 
against Cooper instead of against them, for they were only the owners of 
a ditch through which nothing but pure water was allowed by them to 
flow, and they were doing no wrong. It was Cooper who had caused the 
nuisance, and against him the | msec « should be taken. It was con- 
tended that the case was like Glossop v. Heston and Isleworth Local Board 
(28 W. R. 111, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 102), in which it was held by the Court 
of Appeal that, assuming an actionable nuisance existed, the defendants 
had themselves done no act to create a nuisance, and the plaintiff had no 
cause of action. But in that case what the defendants were accused of 
was a neglect to perform their duty of providing a satisfactory and healthy 
of drainage, and the remedy would have been by writ of mandamus, 
and not by an action for an injunction. Then Attorney-General v. The 
Guardians of the Union of Dorking (30 W. R. 579, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 595) was 
relied upon. But there the complaint was that the defendants 
had allowed other persons besides those who had a prescrip- 
tive right to send sewage into.a river, and the court was 
not satisfied that the defendants had the power to redress the evil. There 
were a vast number of persons who had a pecs right to send their 
drainage down the sewer, and there were great difficulties in proving what 
persons had this prescriptive right, so much so that it might have involved 
numerous actions with very doubtful result, and Jessel, M.R., said: ‘‘ In- 
dependently of that, did anyone ever hear of an action against a man 
because he did not bring an action against his neighbour? Is it possible 
to suppose that any such action would be maintained? It would amount 
to an order that he should bring an action for an injunction against all his 
neighbours who are sending down sewage without a prescriptive right 
into the sewer. That is, he would have to fight in every case the question 
of prescription and acquiescence, and probably other questions which 
t arise.’? The Master of the Rolls, in effect, said that an injunction 
C not be obtained if the defendant could only remedy the nuisance by 
himself bringing another action for an injunction, but he did not say that 
the same result would follow if the defendant had it in his power 
physically to remedy the nuisance. The question, therefore, was whether 
the defendants were allowing that to be done which they could at any 
time physically put an end to without any action, because if that were so, 
the court ought to enforce their doing it. Had the defendants the right to 
the passage of sewage down the ditch? Their own evidence showed 
that Cooper had no right, under the agreement entered into by him, to 
pass anything but pure water. But it was said that, as he might pass 
ure water, he could not be prevented from joining with it the sewage 
inage. In his lordship’s opinion, the defendants had a right to stop 
up Cooper’s drain until he should restore the water to its former state— 
that is, until he should pass only rain-water through it. His lordship 
thought the law was correctly stated in the last edition of Addisun on 
Torts op. 366), and that at common law there was a right, if a person was 
entitled to use a drain for pure water, and he was usingit also for sewage, 
to stop it up altogether until he should disconnect the over, 
lordship was of opinion that this right was also given to the by the 
21st section of the Public Health Act, 1875. Then it was argued, on the 
authority of Attorney-General v. Acton Local Board (31 W. R. 153, L. R. 22 
Ch. D, 221, ante, p. 87), that the court ought not to grant this injunction, 
, by doing so, it would cause a t amount of inconvenience to 
other persons in the neighbourhood, and that the balance of convenience 
was in favour of no injuaction being granted. But it appeared that in 
case there were not more than two houses occupied on Cooper’s land. 
Tt could not, therefore, be said that any serious inj oy would be caused by 
stopping up this drain ; and, as his lordship intended to give time so that 
Cooper could execute the necessary works, no inconvenience need arise. 
He could not perceive that he was doing any wrong to the defendants in 
saying that, as they had the power to stop the nuisance without bringing 
n action, as Cooper had allowed his sewage to pass through the 
without their leave and licence, it was their duty to prevent the nuisance. 
He should, therefore, grant the injunction.—Soxrcrrors, Stokes, Saunders, $ 
3; Stevens § Co. 





Apursisrration—Marrrep Woman—Consent or Hvuspanp—Marnrrep 
Women’s Properry Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), ss. 1, 5, 24.—In the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on the 8th inst., an application 
was made (In the Goods of Ayres) for a grant of letters of tion 
to a married woman. e deceased was a widow, and had died intestate, 
her personal estate —— very small, and lea her mother and her 
three sisters her only next of The mother of the deceased, who had 
Married a second time, had applied for a grant of letters of administra- 


tion, but her husband refused to join in the administration bond. In 


support of the right of a married woman to take the grant i y 
of her husband, reliance was placed upon sections 1, 5, and of the 
Married Women’s Sopenty Act, 1882. Hannen, P., observed that these 
provisions of the Act had apparently not been under the of 


any other division of the court, and, therefore, it would be necessary for 
him to construe it. He accepted the argument which had been addressed 
to him, for section 1 expressly rendered a married woman capable of 
entering into a ‘‘contract’’ as if she were a feme sole, and bby 4 24 
the word ‘‘contract’’ was to include the ce of office of 
executrix or administratrix. Hence the reasons sh formerly 
it necessary for the husband to execute the stra 
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CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS, 
(Before Mr. Rectsrrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Re Campana. 
Petition for liquidation or composition under sections 125 and 126 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869—Resolution for liquidation—Power of 
the court to take evidence upon and to register such resolutions. 


One Enrico Peretti Cam filed his petition for composition or liqui- 
dation by arrangement with his creditors, and on the 27th of March, 1883, 
the first meeting of his creditors was duly held, and resolutions were passed 
for liquidating the estate by arrangement. 

The statement of affairs age by the debtor at the meeting afore- 
said showed total debts £3,672 12s. 2d., and creditors, for rent, taxes, and 
wages, £66 1s. 6d., while the assets were stated to be certain book debts 
F srg | Nag produce £527 1s., and certain furniture also estimated to pro- 

uce : 

A dissentient creditor, the Société du Crédit Mobilier of Paris, by their 
proxy, one Monks, examined the debtor at the said first meeting. 

Bigham, for the opposing creditor, opposed the registration of the said 
resolutions, and tendered evidence to show the inaccuracy of the debtor’s 
statement of affairs. For this purpose he LY, to examine the debtor 
and other witnesses. He cited Er parte ~~ R. 20 Eq. 775), and main- 
tained that the evidence he proposed to adduce would show that in reality 
there were no assets to distribute amongst the creditors. 

Wyatt Hart, in support of the application to register, objected, and said 
that, on the authority of the 301st rule of the General Rules made under the 
ae ig 4 Act, 1869, as ewer by the case of Re Webb, Ex parte Walter 
(24 W. R. 834), the court could not receive evidence bytes oo abe pe rf 
of the debtor’s statement of affairs, inasmuch as the tors had 
upon liquidation by arrangement, except the answers of the debtor taken 
down in writing at the first meeting. 

Mr, Reeistrrar Murray intimated that he could not take the evidence 
tendered on behalf of the op g creditor. 

Whereupon, Bigham, for opposing creditor, admitted that the answers 
of the debtor at the first meeting would not be sufficient evidence in sup- 
port of his contention. 

_ Mr. Rugerrzarn Murray then directed the registration of the resolu- 


tions. 
Solicitors, 7. J. Angell ; Lyne § Holman. 


















SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hieu Covrt or Justice—Cuancery Drvistron. 
(Before Bacon, V.C.) 
May 3.—Young v. Wallingford. 

The plaintiff lent £1,000 to J. Sympson, in 1869, on eae of 
lands, and the security having pro a the - 
deavoured in this action to make the executors of T. , the solicitor 
who had advised him in the matter, liable for his loss. The 


relied on several defences, and particularly on the length of time which 


had ela , and on the disadvantage which they were under owing to the 
death of Mr. T. Hamlm, who might have ed the matters which 
were complained of by the plaintiff. 


Marten, Q.C., and Bardswell, for the plaintiff. 

Millar, Q.C., and Theodore Ribton, for the defendants. 

Bacon, V.C., said it was clearly established that Mr. Thomas Hamlin 
was acting as solicitor for the plaintiff in the matter of the m but 
the difficult question arose whether the court could after so a length 
of time make the legal personal representatives of the soli liable. It 
appeared that the plaintiff had a good right of action against Hamlin in 

lifetime, but there could be no claim against his executors after his 
death ; all that he could do was to make an ordinary decree for foreclosure 
of the property comprised in the mortgage.— Zimes. 








The members of the Northern Circuit and the members of the bar 
ractising in the peg S ‘ourt, have invited the Master of the 
Rolls (Sir Baliol Brett) and Mr. Justice Butt to a dinner in honour of 
their recent elevation as Master of the Rolls and judge of the High Court 
of Justice . The learned judges have accepted the invitation, 
and the dinner will, by the ion of the benchers, take place in the 





| Inner Temple Hall on Monday, tho 21st inst. 
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THE LAW STATIONERS’ CASES. 


Tue following is a shorthand note of the judgments of the House of Lords 
in the case of Zhe Incorporated Law Society v. Waterlow Bros. § Layton, 
delivered on the Ist inst. :— 

The Lorp Cuancettor.—This action is for Song ye under the penal 
clauses of two statutes. The two statutes are, t of all, the Attorneys 
and Solicitors Act (6 & 7 Vict.), which, in the 7th section, says that ‘‘ No 
person shall act as an attorney or solicitor, or as such attorney or solicitor 
shall sue out and enter any writ or process or otherwise carry on,’’ &c. 
[His lordship read from the Act. kaa the latter, which is more vee 
able to the present cause, is the Probate Court Act, being the 23 & 24 Vict. 
c. 127, s. 26, which provides that ‘‘ Any person who acts as an attorne 
or solicitor,’’? &c. [His lordship read to the words ‘‘c-ntempt of court.””} 
That is a special penalty under this particular statute. ‘‘ And shall be 
incapable of maintaining any action or suit,’”’ &c. [His lordship read to 
the words “‘ forfeit the sum of £50.’’] The question is whether Messrs. 
Waterlow & Company have incurred those penalties by what they have 
done as admitted in this case. My lords, the admissions, as it ap to 
me, must be, of course, reasonably construed, but being reasonably con- 
strued must be taken as conclusively determining what the acts are which 
Messrs. Waterlow have done, and in respect of which the questions are to 
be raised. I not only think that that is necessary upon technical grounds ; 
but, looking to the parties in this case, the Law Society on the one part, 
and who in the interests of what they consider of the public, and as a 
duty te the legal profession, ask to have this question properly settled, and, 
on the other hand, a firm of law stationers whose creit and respectability 
no one suggests that there is the slightest doubt about, I think it is im- 
possible to doubt that the facts have been sufficiently fully stated to raise 
the real question which the plaintiffs on the one side think it their duty to 
pug Be ore the court for 1ts determination, and which, on the other hand, 
the defendants desire to throw no obstacle in the vi, of having a proper 
determination upon. Well, that being the case, my lords, we take those 
admissions in connection with the statutes which t have just read and 
with the rules of the Probate Court, which, although they do nothing to 
the statutes, have, I think, been rightly regarded in the court below 
as showing that such business as is required to be transacted by a 
proctor, or solicitor, or attorney in the Probate Court, must be 
deemed to be a proctor’s, solicitor’s, or attorney’s business. Well, then, 
it is perfectly clear that, so far, there is no controversy between the 
parties. It is perfectly clear under those rules, that when the execu- 
tor or executors entitled to grant of administration do not personally 
apply, that an —— for probate or for grant of administration 
must be made either by a proctor, solicitor, or attorney, and inas- 
much as the whole of the matters of business which are in question 
in this case are matters of business of that description—applications 
for a and for grants of administration, and so on—it is per- 
fectly clear that they fall so far within the category of a proctor’s or 
solicitor’s business. That being so, the question is, Have the defendants 
been doing the proctor’s or solicitor’s business under the circumstances 
which form the admissions, whether it has been done by qualified persons, 
the proctors or solicitors, or whether it has been done by unqualified persons, 
Messrs. Waterlow? Now, the particular acts which Messrs. Waterlow 
admit that they have done, and which your lordships must take to be all 
the acts relied upon in this case—those particular acts are not any of them 
per se such acts as, apart from the general business for the purpose for 
which they were done, would be incapable in law of being performed by 
poe eames persons, and therefore, my lords, I take it that they are not 
such acts as a qualified was incapable in law of doing per alios—by 
any person whom he might say we to act on his behalf in reference to 
this particular part of his own business. It is conceded that the statutes 
in question do not, as a matter of fact, go proctors or solicitors to do 
every single matter of business of that kind which none but proctors, 
solicitors, or attorneys may do personally, or only through the agency of 
qualified persons, themselves or solicitors. It is admitted that 
unqualified clerks ; it is admitted that office messe I will not call 
them office boys, because that rather implies immaterial to the 
question—that office servants and office clerks of various degrees of attain- 
ments; it is admitted that, when acting for solicitors in the transaction 
of solicitor’s business, and not in any sense ting for themselves, 
either in the solicitor’s name or colourably in the name of others; it is 
admitted that they do not incur these penalties by doing business of that 
kind in court or out of court. Of course, before judges, they can only do 
such business as suign pera, and so, in this Probate Court it is quite 
clear that if any particular ag By of person, who is a person who for 
good reasons was thought to a Boge not allowed to act—they 
then would have power to say, ‘We will not hear you.” But the 
question is whether that is sufficient to bring them under these 
Fenctiionee nay oct por ole and ie not toast pocommtly to oc tee 

may act per alios, is not " ily to act per se, it 
must be shown that some law has limited him to the use of a kind of 
agency different to that which he has employed, and has made the 
particular agent whom he has employed subject to the penalties which 
are sought. Now, my lords, no such law has been enacted, and conse- 

uently there is nothing to exclude the solicitors from employin 

ray Waterlow in any of these things which ti have done, onl 
from which, therefore, it ot be inferred that Messrs. Waterlow 
have been as solicitors or proctors for themselves. The 
solicitors themselves have been A sain initiating the whole 
matter—carrying on the whole ess in their own name, 
although net personally going to the office; and it is an admitted 
fact in the case that all the charges are between solicitor and client, are 





made by the solicitor, and that what Messrs. Waterlow do is done by 
own clerks and their own messenger, for which they are simply p; 
What is it that they do? Why, according to these admissions, they 1 
act as an intermediate channel of communication (if I may use the expres. 
sion) between the solicitors and the Probate Office for the bere me of Te 
ceiving the will from the oroepag? Ba engross it, and they ve with it 
a letter of instructions, telling them what to do when they have sed. 
it, and that letter enclosed the documents which must accompany tt 
probate is to be granted—viz., the affidavit and the oath which is i 
and, no doubt, sworn also, in the country, by the means of the solicitor 
who give them those instructions. Well, then, those documents, when 
engrossed—the will is en —are carried by Messrs. Waterlow's clerk 
or messenger to the Probate Office, and are left in the name of the solicj. 
tor, a receipt being given to the solicitor, and then the messenger cally 
again in a short time, as it is stated in the admissions, simply in order to 
be informed whether the documents are in order, or whether there is any. 
thing amiss init. If they are in order, then a day or so afterwards 
calls again and receives the probate, and gives it to the solicitor. If any 
question arises he does not take upon himself to discuss the question, or 
to do any real business with to it, but the information is communi- 
cated through the person whom Messrs. Waterlow have sent, and by him, 
I suppose, it is communicated to his employers, Messrs. Waterlow, 
and they inform the solicitor of it, and then the solicitor does the proper 
and real business arising out of it. That is the whole procoemay 
and there can be no question as to who has been practising as the 
proctor or solicitor. I say, my lords, that it is a case in which the true 
solicitor was at liberty to employ some other agency, there being no 
statute shown saying that he might not for those purposes employ this 
agency—there being nothing whatever in the rules which prevents the em- 
ployment of such an agency as that—the question is who has been really 
practising as the solicitor. It is impossible to say that the two have been 
practising as solicitors, the whole proceedings have been in the name of 
one solicitor who employed Messrs. Waterlow, and it appears to me to 
be perfectly clear that Messrs. Waterlow have not been practising a 
solicitors, and that they have been simply executing instructions to do 
ministerial acts to save the real solicitor from the trouble and expense of 
getting them done otherwise. Now, what would be the legal position is 
very manifest. If Messrs. Waterlow desired to carry on this business for 
their own benefit, and were to arrange that they should be at liberty to 
use the name of some solicitor in order colourably to appear to be qu 
practitioners themselves, that would be an act against the statute; and, of 
course, if in their own name, without representing any solicitor, they 
were themselves to go and to do that which, under the rules, can o 
be done by solicitors—to apply for probate and to carry on a solicitor’s 
business—then it would be a different thing, but they have done neither 
the one thing nor the other. Upon the bona fides of what they have done 
there can be no doubt as to the substance of it, and the statutes do nob 
strike at that particular kind of thing—they strike only at practising asa 
solicitor or as a proctor. The court below has thought that in this case 
there has been no such practising as a solicitor or as a proctor, and I 
think that the whole of your lordships are of the same opinion. j 
Lord Buacxsurn.—I am entirely of the same opinion. There is not 
supposed to be anything unfair, or any fraud, or any deceit, or any con- 
ps. in this case at all; but Messrs. Waterlow, being law stationers, 
and acting for a great many country solicitors, follow this course openly 
which it is contended by the other side (the 2 Pm is illegal, and 
uestion is whether it was illegal so as to subject Messrs. Waterlow to 
the penalties. I suppose the real question is to ascertain whether the 
course they have pursued is legal or not. If it is illegal, one penalty is 
asked for. That would not be much, but, undoubtedly, if they have 
infringed the law they must have incurred a large number of penalties, 
and if they have infringed the law, it would not be much to ask that 
judgment should be given for the plaintiff for one penalty. Now, as to 
that there is nothing in dispute—in the court belowI mean. The judg- 
ments quite agree—taking in the first instance the particulars gis 
here—that when Mr. Remington, of Ulverston, a solicitor employed 
to obtain probate of the will of David Atkins, deceased, and } 
Remington, of Ulverston, the solicitors doing that, were acting a 
proctors, they were justified because they were solicitors; but that they 
were acting as proctors in doing this is quite certain. But what Messrs. 
Waterlow, whom they employed as law stationers, did appears from the 
admissions. The solicitors sent to them the original will and the copy to be 
engrossed, and along with the original will they sent the documents 
the affidavit and the oath. ‘These were all the matters which were 
requisite. There was also a letter of instruction to do the acts which it 
with afterwards mentions—that Messrs. Waterlow did. ‘‘ In accordance 
such instructions,” it is said, ‘‘ the ori will and the engrossed coy 
and the affidavit were sent by a clerk or servant in the employ of 
defendants to the principal registry at Somerset House. The defendants 
provide the necessary Inland Revenue stamps to discharge the fees pay- 
able at the re office, the defendants being licensed dealers in 
stamps. The clerk in the office gives to the defendants’ clerk ot 
messenger a stamped receipt.” I may say at oncq—and I do not think it 
is capable of being disputed—that when the clerk or servant of the 
defendants goes to Somerset House, that the defendants did it just a8 
much as if they had done it with their own hands, There is no difference 
between what they did by a clerk or manager and what they would have 
done if they themselves had gone to Somerset House and the nec 
fees. I take it, what appears now is that Messrs. Waterlow, by their 
or manager—it would have been all one, as I said before, if had done 
it themselves—took the original will of Mr. Atkinson, Hecea 
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affidavit and the proper oath—all of which had been presee by Messre. 
Remington—and the copy of the probate, which been sent to them 
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which they, ‘as law stationers, would have to do—they 
to the Probate Office, and left them there, taking a receipt. 
documents had been received from Messrs. Remington & Co., of 
solicitors. That, I think, is clear up to that point. 
question is, did they by carrying these documents there 
of having pe made out act as solicitors, or as proctors 
ould say not, being unqualified persons. That is the first ques- 
_ [ will go ona little further. It states what happened: ‘‘ At the 
end of two days the clerk or messenger calls in order to be informed 
whether the documents are in order or whether any questions arise upon 
them. Ifthe documents are in order, the clerk or messenger within one or 
two obtains on production of the receipt the probate from the registry 
office.” Up to this moment I do not think there is any dispute that the 
admissions are sufficiently full. I will sup that Messrs. Waterlow by 
acletk go at the end of two days, being told that the documents will be 
en, and upon the production of the receipt they say, ‘‘ We come 
for Mr. Remington, of Ulverston, a solicitor. Here is this receipt for the 
documents which we deposited with you,’’ and they get the probate 
and go away. Have they in any way within the meaning of the Act 
acted a8 a proctor, either in their own name, or in the name of Mr. 
m? Is that an acting asa proctor? It must be taken upon the 
—. that it is perfectly bond fide, and that they were acting in this way 
Messrs. Remington, and doing something for Messrs. Remington which, 
in order to get probate, Messrs. Remi m must have done. It is also 
clear from the admissions which follow afterwards that in doing so 
Waterlow made a small charge against Messrs. Remington, and 
therefore there was no privity of contract whatever between Messrs. 
Waterlow and the ultimate person or client for whom Messrs. Waterlow 
were acting. There was no privity of contract at all, but they are to be 
paid—not by the a who is ultimately to have the benefit of the probate 
when taken out, but by the solicitor, just as the clerk of the solicitor would 
be paid his wages by the solicitor. So far it is admitted. Then it is, 
however, quite clear that Messrs. Waterlow are not, as in the case of 
clerks, servants of Messrs. Remington in the sense that Messrs. Remington 
have control over them and could direct them to do what they pleased, 
and that if they committed negligence to bring them within the rule 
which is applicable to agents, and so to make Messrs. Remington in this 
matter msible for the negligence of their servants. They are contrac- 
tors in the sense that they are free to act, and they do act in point of fact, 
fora great many solicitors who have employed them as law stationers in 
this way, and then what they do is incidental to their business as law 
stationers, to lend a helping hand to their country solicitors and to 
the London solicitors who are 9 little distance from Somerset House. 
I see the next item in the particulars is, ‘‘In the matter of David 
Atkinson, deceased, they so acted in the name of G. Remington, of 
Ulverston, solicitor. In the matter of George Reuben Dennis, 
deceased, in the name of Messrs. King & Peto, of 16, Abchurch-lane, 
E.C., solicitors. In the matter of William Henry Henly, deceased, in 
the name of Messrs. Walker & Wainscott, of Landport, Portsmouth, 
solicitors,”” and exactly the same state of things exists. Now, the 
first question is, Are they acting as solicitors? I take it that a solicitor 
taking out a probate is not bound to do everything in his own name 
personally. There are some things which he cannot, and ought not, 
to delegate at all, and for which he is to give his own personal responsi- 
po age his own personal obligation to his client—to use his own skill 
and his own judgment with reference to those things which are intrusted 
tohim, and he ought not to delegate them at all. There are some matters 
as to which, although he may delegate and employ a clerk to do, he 
ought—in fact, I might say he is bound, by the statute—to see that those 
towhom he might intrust the duty of performing those things should 
be persons properly qualified to the work, and he would not necessarily 
have to stand by and see that everything that was done was properly 
done. Still it will require that a competent clerk should be pe we to 
dothe work. But there are many things which, as Lord Justice Holker 
in his judgment, you might send even an office-boy at a wage of five 
a week, or even a child to do, and he would do it just as well 
ws anybody else Now, are those acts which I have read, and which it is 
‘admitted that Messrs. Waterlow have done, of such a nature that 
the solicitors in the country—Messrs. Remington, in this case I am taking 
were bound to do by a skilful person who was necessarily their own 
servant? There is no reason that I can see why they should employ their 
own servant insuch a case. There is no reason certainly, as far as I have 
gone hitherto, why they should not send as dull a boy as they could well 
from the country, and who, if he were honest, would be quite com - 
petent to carry the probate to the office and bring back the receipt. I do 
hot see the slightest ground for sup g that that was work requirin 
Now, what Messrs. Waterlow have done is this—not acting at 
§8 solicitors, but doing for the solicitor something the solicitor might, if 
he chose and could, have delegated to somebody to do, and which acts he 
has delegated to Messrs. Waterlow as an incident clearly to their acting as 
law ers, and their being willing to do this work, receiving a small 
for it. It is impossible, to my mind, to say that they were acting as 
in doing that. But then the case goes on to say that, “If an 
question arises as to the correctness or sufficiency of the documents, suc 
question is communicated to the clerk or messenger, and by him to defend- 
ants, who crepe Vonserve apr whom im ie received me documents 
+ when rep ven, same p ure as before.’”? Now, 
a certainly construe that thus: When there is any difficulty, and when 
documents are not in order, then the messenger is to carry back to 
Messrs, Waterlow, and through Messrs. Waterlow to the solicitors in the 
country—Messrs, Remington & Co., Ulverston—the statement that the 
documents are not in order for such and such a reason, and then Messrs. 
Remington, of Ulverston, would rectify them in such a way as the caso might 
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would be doing a very foolish and rash thing. If they did this it 
would be a very plausible argument to say that doing things, such as 
giving legal advice and so on, which Messrs. Remington ought not to 
have directed them to do—it would be a plausible argument to say that they 
were then acting as solicitors. Sir Medina Giffard reqnested us not to 


decide anything beyond what wasin the case before us. I do not mad 
this would be a matter which they, the defendants, would be lial 


do not believe they ever did, and I am sure they will be wise not to do 
in future, if they have ever done so before. That is another question. 
do not say it is so, but I say it would be 





require, by affidavit or otherwise. That is certainly how I understand it. 
They can merely receive such an objection and carry the message 
j m. But it was contended that it might be that there was a great deal 
more done, and it might be that when the objection was one of a nature 
that would be obviated, as it might be, perhaps, by argument 

wise, the messenger of Messrs. Waterlow was to argue it, and to advise upon 
it, and to discuss it, or to do various things which certainly I think Messrs. 
Remington would not be doing quite their duty to their clients if they 
delegated to another person to do it for them, and that cexgainly, 
Messrs. Waterlow did them or not (which, I should think it probable, 
were too wise to do), in this case all the responsi 
the matter—advising upon matters of law and things of that 


the of such ob- 


or other- 


ef 


ibility of advising 


: 


E 


le 
penalties for acting as proctors if they were to do it, but I will say tha’ 


mS os 


plausible. But I sa 
cannot upon these admissions hold that they are liable to pay a ity of 
£50 upon the supposition that they may, perhaps, have done i 
or other which, certainly, the admissions do not state they have done. 
I do not think there is anything further I need say. I quite agree with 
what I think was distinctly stated below—that if they did that for the 
ultimate client direct; that if they were receiving a portion of the profits 
as a partner or in any other way, by fraud or otherwise, acting in the name 
of Messrs. Remington, but really and truly for themselves, this would be 
within the Act. Upon the admissions it is clear that they were doing 
nothing of the sort, and, on the ground stated by the Lord Chancellor, I say 
that the judgment of the court below should be affirmed, and on the 
grounds stated. The grounds upon which, I think, the j ent of the 
court below should be affirmed are these: they were honestly and really 
doing for Messrs. Remington, and in Messrs. Remingtons’ name, a thing 
which Messrs. Remington might delegate to them or to anybody else to do 
for them, not requiring any particular skill and not being at all requisite 
that it should be done by a solicitor or proctor, but that it could be done 
by a servant of Messrs. Remington, and could be done by those persons 
without their in any way acting as solicitors or 
Lord Bramwetit.—I am entirely of the same o 

doubt that the matter of soliciting a probate is 
the Act of Parliament, and the question is, as Lord Justice Brett 
says, whether Mr. Waterlow acted as a oar in respect of these 
proceedings. Now I am of opinion that he has not because he has 
not, and really that is the only answer one can give to the case 
which is made against him. People frequently embarrass and puzzle 
themselves in seeking for a reason for a negative opinion, and none can be 
given except that the thing has not been made out on the other side. In 
my opinion it has not been shown that Messrs, Waterlow acted more.as 
proctors in this case than if the only evidence against them had been that 
they engrossed the probate. I really do not see, supposing that had been 
the case, what answer one could have given, except that they had not 
acted, nor do I see what answer can be given in this case except that they 
have not acted as proctors. What they have done is not acting as proctors. 
Now the proctor or solicitor in the matter is the country solicitor—the duly 

ualified man, I forget his name—indeed, I believe there are several of 
them, but I need not trouble myself about that. The defendants act for 
them and have no relation = the oe client. a no 
of skill—that is to say, in isi e@ proceedings any way. They 
would not be liable for the want of skill, and they would not be liable to 
the real client, and all that they do is to do something for the duly qualified 
man. Is that an acting as a ? Isayno. Itis quite certain that 
the duly qualified man is not limited to acting in his own 


: 


A solicitor is not bound to go to the office to get his writ nor to go 
to the Probate Office to get the probate of the will. Itis admitted that 
he may do it by a clerk, and I should think it must be equally admitted 


that he might do it by a friend or possibly the friend’s clerk, and I cannot 
help thinking that the real question in this case is that which was put by 
Lord Justice Cotton—that the question is one for the Court of Probate. 
The Court of Probate might say (or at least I cuupen they might) to Messrs. 
Waterlow, there is nothing to prevent their doing it, I know of; and if 
it was a discreet and proper thing to do, no doubt they would be upheld 
in it—they might say, ‘‘ We will not allow you, the solicitor itor, to send any- 
bod — your London agent, or your own clerk, or your London agent's 
clerk. e will limit our di to such persons as those, and we will 
not allow Messrs. Waterlow or the commissionaire 1f he comes there 
leave the — or to come for them when they are to be returned.” 
might be. But they do allow it at present, and what is done by Messrs. 
Waterlow is not to act as a proctor, but to do something for a proctor 
and I cannot help thinking that if we were to hold otherwise this 
quence might follow. It is quite certain that if a solicitor were to permit a 
m to make a a court—as it were using his name, but, 

fn reality, acting on his own account—that person would be of 
contempt of court—that is to say, if the solicitor were to a 
use his name and really to make some application to the court on his own 
account, and not on account of the iter whose name 
would be a contempt of court, and the qonnngnenne eyeen be at 205: 2° 
of those gentlemen who we Messrs. Waterlow su 

ra — am of opinion that there is really no ground 

or action, 


pilg? 


: 
Se 
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Lord Frrzczratp.—I am of the same opinion. Sir Hardinge Giffard 
made a very able and strenuous effort to get at a question which 
will arise some day or other and must be decided, and probably will be 
found to be under the surface of this case, end I aagtatal y am willing to 
give him aid in these strenuous efforts, but the record is too strong for us. 
The question does not arise and cannot be raised upon the present occa- 
sion, and as it may arise hereafter I shall confine myself to saying that I 
adopt the construction of the admissions in this case which was put upon 
them by the court below, and which has been adopted by the Lord 
Chancellor here, and that I concur in the Lord Chancellor’s judgment, 
and in the reasons that he has given for his judgment. I have come tothe 
conclusion that Messrs. Waterlow have not been guilty of the offence—-for 
it is an offence which is dealt with by the Act of Parliament—which 
is imputed te them, and that they have not been guilty of anything which 
would subject them to the penalties which are sought for. : : 

<0 order appealed from was affirmed and the appeal dismissed, with 
costs, 








OBITUARY. 


LORD JUSTICE DEASY. 
The Right Hon. Richard Deasy, one of the judges of the Court of 


Appeal in Ireland, died at his residence, Merrion-square, Dublin, on | P 


the 6th inst., in his seventy-first year, after a long illness. Lord Justice 


Deasy was the second son of Mr. Richard Deasy, of Clonakilty, Cork, and | P 


was born in 1812. He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and he 
wus called to the bar in Ireland in 1835. His rise in his profession was 
slow but decisive, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1849, and a 
serjeant-at-law in 1858. In 1855 he was elected M.P. for the county of 
Cork in the Liberal interest, and, in 1859 (on the formation of Lord 
Palmerston’s second Ministry) he was appointed Solicitor-General for 
Ireland. In 1860 he succeeded the present Lord Fitzgerald as Attorney- 
General, and was sworn a member of the Irish Privy Council, and he 
rendered valuable assistance to his party in passing the Irish Land Act of 
that year through the House of Commons. In the following year he was 
appointed a puisne baron of the Court of Exchequer, and he held that 
office for seventeen years. In 1878 (after the passing of the Irish Judica- 
ture Act) he was transferred by his former political opponents to the Court 
of Appeal. Lord Justice Deasy had been for many months in weak health, 
and his death is universally lamented by the legal profession in Ireland. 
The Dublin correspondent of the Times says of the deceased judge, ‘‘ He 
was held in the highest esteem by all parties as a lawyer of exceptional 
ability, and a most conscientious and impartial judge, and a worthy 
citizen, whose friendship was prized by all who were intimate with him.”’ 





MR. JOHN ORFORD. 


Mr. John Orford, solicitor, of Ipswich, died at Nice, on the 28th ult. 
Mr. Orford was the eldest son of the late Mr. John Orford, of Ipswich. 
He was born in 1825, and he was educated at the Ipswich Grammar School. 
He served his articles with the late Mr. Samuel Jackaman, of Ipswich, and 
he was admitted a solicitor in 1847. He was formerly in partnershiv with 
the late Mr. Benjamin Grimsey, and subsequently with Mr. Benjamin 
Page Grimsey. The deceased was for several years solicitor and secretary 
to the Ipswich Waterworks Company. In 1866 he was appointed clerk to the 
borough magistrates, and he held that office till 1873, when he was elected 
town clerk of Ipswich, and he held the latter office until his death. Mr. 
Orford was highly respected at Ipswich both by his private clients and by 
the members of the corporation. He was for several years an officer in the 
Ipswich Rifle Volunteer Corps. His health had for several months been 
failing, and a few weeks ago he obtained leave of absence from the Cor- 
poration, and proceeded to the South of France for change of air. His 
remains were brought to England, and he was buried at Whitton, near 
Ipswich, on the 5th inst. Mr. Orford had been for several years a 
widower. The Ipswich Town Council have, on the motion of the mayor, 
agreed to a vote of sympathy with the family of the late town clerk. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
Tuesday, May 8.—A discussion took place — the subject, ‘‘ Has the 
— of the present Government encouraged the development of Fenian- 
?”’ which Mr. T. W. Ratcliff opened in the affirmative. The opener 
received —_ from Messrs. Strickland, E. M. Brandon, C. G. May, 
and Lloyd Jones, while Messrs. E. E. Davies, Nisbet, T. W. Williams, 
and Napier amply vindicated the policy of the Government. Mr. Stuart 
Smith spoke upon the question from a neutral point of view. A divi- 
sion took place after the opener had replied, which resnlted in the num- 
bers being equal, and the chairman thereupon gave his vote in favour of 
the negative. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 
Ata ——— of this society held at Clement’s-inn Hall on Wednesda: 
April 25, Mr. A. B. Collyer in the chair, an interesting debate was 
upon the following motion, ‘That the Royal Academy is not fairly 














representative of British art, and,is in- need. of reform.” Mr, 
Jackson opened in favour of the motion, being “at by Mes 

Ramsdale, and Spence, and o posed by Messrs, oart, ey, Bro 
and Collyer. The opener replied, and the chairman summed up; , 


motion being put to the meeting it was carried by a majority of fy 


votes. | 
At the meeting on May 2 the Right Hon. Sir W. B. Brett, Master. 

the Rolls, having consented to become vice-president of the society, 

declared duly elected. ’ 


Re 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, . 
At a meeting of this society, held on May 8, J. B. Carslake, Esq,, 


chair, Moot Point No. 679, ‘‘ That the judgment of the Court oe ‘ 
Alderson v. Maddison (L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 174) should be reversed on appey 
the House of Lords,’’ was decided in the affirmative. Speake: 

tive, Messrs. Clark, Pritchard, and Cochrane; negative, Messrs, 


Jeffreys, and Ryland. 













THE BAR MEETING. 


A meetine of the bar, called by the Attorney-General, was held 
Saturday afternoon in the Inner Temple Hall. The meeting was called ip 
ursuance of a requisition signed by 285 members of the bar. Thesum 
mons issued by the Attorney-General gave notice that the f 
roposals would be considered :—‘‘ (1) That a bar committee be formed; 
(2) that the objects of the committee be to collect and express the opinion 
of members of the bar on matters affecting the profession, and to take 
such action thereon as may be deemed expedient.’’ After the Attomey. 
General had opened the proceedings, ; 

Sir Harpince Guirrarp, Q.C., M.P., proposed the first resolution— 
‘That in the opinion of this meeting it is desirable that a bar commitig 
be formed.’’ He referred to the difficulty which was found in ascertain. 
ing the opinion of the profession at large upon legal changes. Th 
benchers of the Inns considered themselves confined to the interests 
their respective learned societies. The Attorney-General could, in th 
last resort, summon a meeting of the whole bar, but there was, in default 
of that heroic proceeding, no other organ for the expression of genenl 
opinion. There was no representative council sitting permanently whith 
took into consideration, as a matter of course, legislation or othe 
matters affecting the interests of the bar, and, through them, affecting 
the public at large, to whom the profession rendered important service: 
The want of some such representation had been felt when pro} 
which materially altered the state of the law and the treatment of th 
bar by the courts, were under discussion. The committee which it ws 
proposed to form should be merely a consultative committee, not with 
power to bind any one. 

Mr. Rosert Romer, Q.C., seconded the Lao Spry He observed that 
the bar was a profession which deserved to at least with any othe 
profession in the country, yet at an epoch when changes were made within 
a few years of a more important character than the legal world had knom 
for centuries, the body of men who had for hundreds of years di 
with distinguished success, duties of the greatest importance to 
fellow-countrymen were not heard, because they had no means of expres 
sion by which their opinion could make itself felt. 

Mr. Joun Cuesrer proposed an amendment to the effect that the com: 
mittee should be composed in equal numbers of Queen’s Counsel, junio 
barristers of ten years’ standing, and junior barristers of less than ta 
years’ standing, and that no election of committee should be made at that 
meeting, but that the committee should be elected at a subsequent meet 
ing. and that the mode of election should be by ballot. 

he AtrorNEY-GENERAL pointed out that the amendment was quite con 
sistent with the adoption of the first resolution, and requested him t 
postpone it. 

The suggestion was acceded to, and the first resolution was carrie 
unanimously, 

Mr. W. B. Guassz, Q.C., proposed the second resolution :—‘‘ That the 
object of the committee be to collect and express the opinions of the 
members of the bar on matters affecting the profession, and to take such 
action thereon as may be deemed expedient.’’ 

Mr. G. Pirr-Lewis seconded the resolution, which, after sume discussion, 
was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Horace Davey, 0.0., M.P., proposed the third resolution :—“ That 
the following gentlemen, with power to add to their number, be appointed 
to draft the constitution of the proposed committee, and to submit the 
same for approval to another general meeting of the bar to be called at'# 
day to be appointed before the next Summer Circuit. Names of 
men pro to be ones under resolution 3: Sir Henry 
Q.C., mr pay Ahan , Sir Farrer Herschell, Q.C., Solicitor- 
ee oe oe , Q.C., M.P., Mr. W. B. Glasse, Q.C., Mr. C. Russell, 

.C., M.P., Mr. 
Horace Davey, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Arthur Collins, Q.0., Mr. Arthur Charles 
0. Mr. Macnaghten, Q.C., M.P., Mr. John , QC., Mr 


5 


Mr. Reginald Brown, 

Bernard Coleridge, Mr. John Edge, Mr. Geo 
Graham, Mr. Edward A. ggg . R. Henn- 
Mr. las Kingsf Mr 
G. Pitt- Mr. W. G. 
Stirling, Mr. John Shortt, Mr. Feancis Turner, Mr, 


. Pearson, Q.C., Mr. W.. F. Robinson, Q.C., Mr. | 
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Ye B Wilberforce, Mr. E. P. Wolstenholme, Mr. M. 8, Grosvenor 
Mr. Sidney Woolf.” He said that the committee was a provi- 

not @ ent body, that it was not the proposed bar committee 

‘Put was merely eps rua _— to add to its number, for 
of drafting the constitution of the proposed committee. 

bo 8 a Locxwoop, Q.C., seconded the proposal. 

Mr. Joun Custer then moved his amendment. 


Mr. Man seconded it. 
considerable discussion the amendment was lost upon a show of 











Mr. Bravuont moved to add to the resolution words importing that the 












1 int ' committee were to add to their number so as to e it as 
a a iy representative of the whole bar as possible. 
fo This addition was accepted by Mr. Davey, and after votes of thanks to 
the Averney -Conerat for presiding, and to the benchers of the Inner 
Restal, Temple for the use of their , the proceedings terminated. 
LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 
held. on Mr, Ricuarv Sparkes, solicitor, of Guildford, has been appointed Clerk 
valled in tothe Guildford School Board. Mr. Sparkes 1s in partnership with Mr. 
he sum. John Rand Capron, clerk of the peace for the borough of Guildford. He 
lowing was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 
ial i Epo Frei, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of the Inner 
to Temple. 
sea Mr. Josern Stantxy, junior, solicitor, of Norwich, has been elected 
; Coroner for the Norwich District of the County of Norfolk, in succession 
\ution~ to Mr. Robert Thomas Culley, deceased. Mr. Stanley is the son of Mr. 
mmitter Stanley, of Norwich. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866, ahd he 
certain. has for several years deputy-coroner for the district. 
. The Mr. Francis Brn, solicitor, of Maldon and Southend, has been appointed 
— Clerk to the Maldon end Heybridge Building Society, Mr. Bird was 
genenl Mr. Percy Henry Wess, solicitor, of Walton, Surrey, has been elected 
> which Vestry Clerk of Walton Parish. Mr, Webb was admitted a solicitor in 
other ane 
ffecting ii. Cuantes Sauer Rovru, solicitor (of the firm of Routh, Stacey, & 
er viees, Castle), has been a —s a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
posal, Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the County of Middle- 
; Of the sex and the Cities of London and Westminster. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 
Frepertck Witt1am Munk and Water Gerarp Grorce Jonzs, solici- 
tors (Munk & Jones), 11, Queen Victoria-street, April 24. 
[ Gazette, May 4.] 


Cuartes Spencer Hoviper and Atrrep Lawrence Hov.per, soli- 
citors (Houlders), Barbican, London. March 25, 
[ Gazette, May 8.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


May 7.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Puivare Briis.—Great Western and Llynvi and Ogmore Railway ; 
East London Railway ; Sheffield Corporation. 
Chancery Court of Lancaster. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 


bce fest? Gealbte a3 





iat the Privare Brits.—Lydd Railway (Extension); Windsor and Eton 
of the Water; Corris Railway. 
e such Isle of Man (Harbours). 
‘ale Bill in Committee. 
Pluralities Acts Amendment. 

“That Bills Read a Third Time. 
ointed Privarz Brixs.—Penicuik Trust Estates; Market Deeping Railway 
it the (Abandonment) ; Norwood (Middlesex) and Sunningdale District Water 
d ata Companies (now South-west Suburban Water) ; Swindon and Cheltenham 
entle- ion Railway (No, 1) ; South-Eastern Railway. 
aa Bill Read a First Time. 
rssell, Marriage with a Deceased Wife’s Sister (Earl of Dannovsts). 

Mr. 
- HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Bes May 3.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Brice, Paivare Bru. — South-Eastern Metropolitan (New-cross, Lewisham, 

Mr. and District) Tramways. 
= Bills Read a Third Time. 
4 Patvare Bris.—Birmingham Corporation (Consolidation) ; Cambrian 
ames ; Cleator and Workington Junction Railway; Downham and 
ton, s Sea Railway; Great Eastern, Tendring Hundred, and Clacton- 


way Companies Amalgamation ; Heywood Corporation. 





May 7.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Briis.—Hastings and St. Leonards Gas; Standard Life Assur- 
ance Company ; Wigan and District (Support of Sewers). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 


Private Briis.—Lambeth Water; Leamington Corporation; North 
London Railway. 


May 8.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Bu1.— London and North-Western Railway (Additional 
Powers). 

Municipal Corporations (Unreformed). 

May 9.—New Bills. 

Bill to amend the Act intituled ‘‘An Act for the union of contiguous 
benefices in cities, towns, and boroughs’? (Mr. G. Russg11). 

Bill to regulate the services of writs of the High Court of Justice in 
England upon persons in Scotland (Mr. AnpERson). 

Bill to authorize companies registered under the Companies Act, 1862, 
to keep ‘ separate register of their members in Bnitish colonies (Sir J. 
Lvszock). 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jornt Stock ComPaNnizs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
CAPITAL FIRE INSURANCE ASSOCIATION, Lim1TED.—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 1, to send their names and addresses, and the outienves of their 
debts or claims to Edmund Charles Chatterley, 5, Queen st. Friday, June 15 at 
11, is appointed for hearing and. pandicaling Sys the debts and claims 
ELectTric LIGHT AND POWER 





DEVON AND CORNWALL ic Company, Limirep.—By an 
order made b Chitey, J ., dated April 24, it was ordered that the company be 
wound Up. jummerhays, Old Broad st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Mynypp GorDDU INE, 


LimitED.—Bacon, V.C., has, by an order dated 
April 7, appointed John Edey, 25, Change alley, Sheffield, to be official liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before 31, to send their names and 
and the particulars of their debts or c , to the above. Monday, 
12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 

NVESTMENT © LrreD.—Peti 


NATIONAL UNION In ‘OMPANY, stition for winding 7 pre- 
sented May 2, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, y 26. 
Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the loner 


SoutH Bank Iron CoMPANY, i 

31, to send their names an: eciresees, and the parti of 

ims, liam Barclay Peat, Middlesborough. Se ane 7 at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


ART FURNISHERS’ ALLIANCE, Lim1TED.—Petition for win up, presented May 
2, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Friday, 25. Kerly, Great 


Winchester st, solicitor for the petitioners 
a ~ has fixed May 16, at 


MMEROCIAL ADVERTISING COMPANY, Losrran.—Gaitty J 
11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an offi liqui 
DEVON AND CORNWALL ELECTRIC LIGHT AND PowER Company, LiatrEeD.—Chitty, 
J., has fixed May 18, at 11, at the Royal Courts, Room 252, for the appointment 
of an official liquidator 
PROPERTY TRUST CORPORATION OF LONDON, LuowTEeD.—By an order made by 
Bacon, V.C., dated April 28, it was ordered that the corporation be wound up. 
Walker and Co, even buildings, petitioners in person , 
ATE PROMENADE Prer COMPANY, LimiTep.—By an order made by_Bacon, 
V.C., dated April 28, it was ordered that the comer be wound up. Jackson 
and Evans, Gracechurch st, solicitors for the petitioners, 
RAMSGATE PROMENADE PIER CoMPANY, LimirED.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed May 23, 
an Ly his chambers, = the appointment of an official liquidator 
OCK PORTLAND OMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding poseenied 
RAY ~~ BAG Be oo Te 
. 80) rs for petitioners 
SPaNIsH TIN CoMPaNy, LuwiTED.—By an order made by Fry, J., eae Sees 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Davis and Co, Coleman st, solicitors for the petitioners 


Union Trust, Luurrep.—Petition for win up, presented May 4, directed to be 
heond before Kay, J., on Friday, May 25. hall st, solicitor for the 
petitioners 

( Gazette, May 8.1 


CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER, 
LOOTED Iv CHANCERY. 
Parton H=MATITE InoN Company, Lim1rep.—By an order made by Vice-Chan- 
cellor Fox Bristowe, dated April 27, it was ordered that the winding 2s the 
company be continued, Boote and Edgar, Manchester, solicitors for peti- 


tioner 
[ Gazette, May 8.] 
FRIEND PR ag prod sca yr eetiny ny, May 1 
LY oriey, y ~ 
UsTRIAL LAND SOcrIsTY, LuaTED, County bidgs, Kingston- 
upon-Hull. April 28 


[ Gazette, May 4). 


Oggae Panter Famp gy org Ancient Order of Foresters’ Friendly Society, 
seaaarcacaesats site gl (Gazette, May 8.) 








The directors of the Anglo-American Land Mortgage and Agency Com- 
poy announce that they are prepared to receive applications for the 
unallotted portion of the first issue of the shares of the company, which 
is now in full operation. The paar pom hs business consists in emg 
monay on first mortgages of freehold property in the Western States 

wise tats Gaeeiee and acting as agents for the sale and purchase or 
negotiation of American and Canadian securities on The 
directors of this undertaking point to the success which has been attained 
by companies working on the principles they have adopted, and which is 
shown by the large dividends paid by land investment companies, 













472 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 12, 18 











CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 

Mary. nr Tredegar, Monmouth, os or Victualler. May 
22. Fennerv Nok Obi Chitty, J. pamelor Chancery 
JOSOLYNE, USANNAH, Elder st, Norton Folgate. .— 22. Josolyne v 
Joso! , Bacon, V.C. echtons and Byfield, Gracechurch st 
SAVERY, JOuN Tomas, Modbury, Devon, Solicitor. May 23. i asielh theintis 
WricGut, SAMUEL JOHN Lp St John’s Wood, Solicitor. June1. Buck- 

ingham v Wright, Pearson, In ur, Chancery lane ; “3 


Ome JosEPH Harris, Cardiff, Newsagent. June 8, Porvtgne Otis, Kay, 


iuwen AMES, rd, Shegheels Bush, Builder. May 30. Simpson 
Vv gsr Pearson, J. 6 A Mincing lan P 
HINDLE, JANE ANN, May 21. Williamson v Hindle, Pearson, J. 


RSELLIS, Wivenhoe, Essex, i May 31. Lawton 
v Lawes and Mills and Co v Lawton, Kay, J. Tyas and Huntington, King st, 


EY, East Lynmouth, Devon. May 29. Lord v Hays, Kay, J. Gould, 
eter 
ROGERS, coum, J Mansfield, ee, Innkeeper. May 28. Ancliff v Lindle 
Chitty, J. Hibbert, Mansficl ” 
Sears, JAMES, Greenwich,  —— Junei1. West v Sears, Chitty, J. Bris- 
tow, John st, Adelphi 
—. WitLiaM JoHN. May 28, Smith vSmith, Bacon, V.C. Alexander, Ely 
SHELLING, Joux, Hinderclay, Suffolk, Farmer. June 1. Foster v Matthew, 
SPICER, Ty oux, Ashburn Dl. South Kensington, ee. May 29. Dennis v 
Spicer, Chitty, J. Foster and Spicer, Queen st pl, Cannon st 
[Gaszette, May 1.]} 
CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Arxinson, Mary, Newcastle upon Tyne. May 19. Griffith and Co, Newcastle 


e 
patna” Yous, W. echen super Pies Mare, Somerset, Retired Innkeeper. June 23, 





Baker and Co, Weston su: 
Bassey, | phy eve Park, Derby, Esq. June 12. Holland and 
Brg. aw, FRANCIS, jun, Barton Park, Derby, Esq. June 12. Holland and 


Rigby, Derby 
BovsFIELD, ROBERT, Hilton, Durham, Farmer. May 28. Holmes, Barnard 


Casti 
Bowss,. J a Huddersfield, York, Gent. May 31. Johnson and Crook, Hud- 


Bowker, Marta Saku, Didsbury, Lancaster. May 31. Hadley, B ham 
Dae, JaMEs, Angell rd, Brixton, Surrey, Esq. May 28. oe incent 


BRUSxOW, PHILIPP mae —— von, Darmstadt, Germany. June 20. Fielder 


Sumner, Godliman rs’ commons 
BUCHANAN, GEORGE JOHN, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. June1. Robertson, South 


, Gray’s 
pouescn i SELIM, Queen’s gate, Merchant. May 31. Freshfields and Williams, 
Carr, WitLiIAM GRAHAM, Berwick upon Tweed, Gent. May 19. Douglas, Ber- 
Culieaae Ddistcee: Dette, Gasati, Tenkoeper. June #2, Sh Batt 
JAMIN, le, Sussex, . June 12, ep le 

CLARKE, CHARLES, Coventry, Warwick, Gent. May1, Minster, Coven 

‘“LARKE, WILLIAM, Hackleton, Northampton, Publican. June 2. = and 

Percival, Northam: 


—, PETER, iton, Lancaster, Provision Merchant, May 19. Ryley, 


DARLiIncTon, Mary, Kingsley, Chester. June 24. Ashton and Jolliffe, Frodsham 
DARLINGTON, THOMAS, Nowtes-by-rodsham, Chester, Yeoman. June 24. Ashton 


and J e, Frodsham 
Fao May, © Weston-super-Mare, Somerset. June 23. Baker and 


Guatsron Me lundeston, Suffolk, Gent. May 31. Reev itott 
1) e, Lowest 
RANT, MART, Stok fees Seen. = <4 Z; Fedrick, Stoke oo 
Gums, ¢ agnell, Buckingham. May 21. , 


aja Milton, canta & Southampton, Admiral in the Royal 
Navy. June 3. Hallowes and Co, Bedford row 
Hornis JOHN, Shenington, Oxford, Farmer. May 26. Munton and Stockton, 


shai. RACHEL, Newport Pagnell, Buckingham. May 31. Bull, Newport 
—— 3 Epwanrp, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Yeoman. June 1. Saunders, 
Las, Jon, Cefn Mawr, Denbigh, Miller. May7. Salter and Giles, Ellesmere 


A, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. May 19. Griffith and Co, New- 

Lowny, Tuomas Harvey, est Malling, Kent, Doctor of Medicine. June 1. 
Redpath and Sat Eiaideworth, Bush lane 

une 27, Bishop, Torquay 


Lucas, Joux, Torquay, Devon, Innkeeper. 
LioxEL NEVILLE aes, AM, Ayot St or lB Hertford, Esq. 
June 19. Taylor and Co, Pacaivets ian 
CHARLES CAUGHT, ~ pened row, Mile End rd, Auctioneer. June 25, 


Essex. June 9. Acie heer egy aed 
Tay Oy Lg “Dass Nowy 
x “ae ewbury 
June 23. Baker and Co, 


ra RICHARD, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Esq. June 1. Roberts and Evans, 
tg eee, Longdon, Stafford, Gent. May 31. Barnes and Russell, Lich- 
miei, Mens Geta Rete, June 2%, Baker and Co, Weston Mare 
Sepowicx, Euiza, Maidstone, Kent, May %. Sedgwick’ 
SHARROTT, JOSEPH, Polesworth, Warwick, Draper. May 19. Nevill and Atkins, 
THorre, Wi111AM CHARLES, Rectory grove, Clapham, § Builder, May 30. 
PT RY 
, une 
Waurrenouse, Janes, West Bromwich, Stafford, Gent. May 4. Be we 


Beavas, Joasma, Lupus st, George's sq. June 12, Gadsden —— reherne, 
Bedford row 


Preston 





Buows, Matrnew, Preston, Lancaster, Brewer. June 1. Charnley and sd 






7 Boner and Catt Lincoln, High Bailiff of County Cours: | 
aes, Sane thon, Soa Bromwich, Stafford. May 12. Bache, Weet Bray, 


CARTER, ALBERT, Slimbridge, Gloucester, Wheelwright. May 22. Francilm, 


Dursley 
CHURCHILL, WILLIAM, Wimpole st. June 14. W.and W. Digaon, 
CLARKE, THOMAS, Potterspury, Northampton, Yeoman. aL Aa, 


Northam: 
Co. Ashlewo: Gloucester. Ma; B: 
Coun inuxr, I HENRY, Liverpco! Tool Maker. June Aa Smi Media: : 
Danebury, nr Stockbridge, Southampton, Trainer. eS 


over : 
Cromwell Merchant. + 1. Pattison and ieee 

Victoria st” om ston Co Gem 
_ pon hom —— Joun, East Hendred, Berks, Esq. June 25. Ward and (, 
Fanee Wit WILLiaM SLOANE, Maze Pond, Southwark, Leather Merchant, Tune1, 
Newman and Co, Co: 
DANIEL, Manchester, Packer. June 24. Bullock and i: 


H, ANNE, Halliwell. nr Bolton, Lancaster. Balshaw, 
—— Lurchtron tzoncs, Bradfield, Essex, Clerk, oe ey of Music. wean 
val’s 
HULRE am Henry, Frampton upon Severn, Gloucester, Tailor. May 28. Vizag 
and Co, 
JOHNSTONE, J! OnN ExxisToNn, Barrow in Furness, Lancaster, Commercial Trayd, 
ler. June 25. Townsend, Barrow in Furness 
Lay, J sees SONNE, Manchester, Solicitor. June 24. Bullock and Worthingte, 
Manchester 
tag en Ruislip, Farmer. J — 8. Parker and Baad may jo maby: 
AMES, Grimsby. coln. y 25. Harries and Co, 
Ramiaate, Kent, ay June1. Lydall, Southampton bldg, 


, Denmark hill, Camberwell, Gent. May 1. Pattison and (), 


eo a OSEPH, Waterloo, nr Cosham, Southampton, Railway Carrier. May 
" ortsea 
Mossop, Rosert, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Gent. May 18, Mossop and Mos 


—- — 
aM EMERSON, Burslem, Stafford, Earthenware Manufacture, 
July uly 25, 25. ney pate a 
RaYNE, ROBERT, Gosforth, Northumberland, Insurance Agent. May 21. Stantm 
and Atkinson, "Newcastle upon Tyne 
bey Louisa ANN, Glasshouse st, Regent st. July 1. Denton and Co, Grays 
inn sq 





Apel ®, 

AIREY, JOHN, Ipswich. t Sato —— r. June 30. Westhé rh pst 1 

ANDERSON, Perer, W. worth, Esq. June8s, e and Sum 
merhays, Gresham House, Old btm pt 

ay SAMUEL, North Thoresby, OS Engineer. June12. Mason, Gres 


ATKINSON, Wiu1aM, Barwick in Elmet, York, Farmer. June 30. Harlan 
a, JouN, Accrington, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. May 31. 
Byptenvenre, RoBERT, Huddersfield, York, Merchant. June 21. Brook and (, 
uddersfiel 
[AMERON, ALEXANDER, Coldharbour lane, Camberwell, Baker. June 11. Robi- 
= Christch urch , Newga 


THOMAS opens wale Lyme, Stafford, Pawnbroker. May ii, 
Knight, Newcastle under saree 
Ons. Vin: Chan Old aa une, St George’s in the East, House Decorator, 
ay 
Dosson, ANN, 


mR = weft - Ron on Tyne, Northumberland. May 31. Des 
= a Thompson ewcastle Rot 4 Tyne 
Louisa, Inverness ter, Bayswater. June 1. Capron and 4, 
Savile pt Cond Conduit st 
Evans, WILLIAM MorGan, Llanstephan, Carmarthen, Esq. May 12. Thoms 
and Browne, Carmarthen 
Furmnton, WILLIAM, Scalby, York, Miller. May 20. Wellburn, + Goer orn 
GOULBOURN, JAMES, Manchester, Engineer. y 29. Heath and So: 


chester 
GRIFFIN, HENRY, Jewin st. May 14. Funston and Hooper vinony pavement 
HaRRison, WILLIAM LEE STEERE, Rocetae, East Indies, Lieutenant 2nd Bengal 
Royal Fusiliers. Oct1. Stamp and Co, Hull 
JACKSON, STEPHEN, Templand Allithwaite, nr Cartmel, Lancaster, Farmer. 
May 31. Stokes, Cartmel Carnforth 
a Loum, Eschwege, P. , Merchant. June 7. Bentwitch, Finsbuy 
pavemen 
KEwe, PuEDEnIcn, Bispham with Norbrick, Laneaster, Esq. June 11. Dickson, 
Ra Zar Compan Kina, Eaton pl. June 1. Underwood and Mellow, 
Laacm, ELIZABETH, Hoxton st, Silversmith July 6. sont Bond ct chambers 
albrook 
mg SusANNAH, St Leonard’s on Sea. June 7. ray, Grocers’ Hall ct 
1, Bo Hon James Henry, Lord Sherborne, orthleach, Gloucester. 
z - Jun Sane 1 
= 


hhoubridge and May, Lincoln’s inn fields. 
sor Tat ch, Stafford, Publican. May 31, Sheldon, Wel 
ps Tagg, 
MARTIN, ht Hon Sir SAMUEL, Piccadilly, Knight. July 1. Johnsons ands, 


a. RIcHARD HAMBRIDGE, Camberwell ve, Camberw Druggist’s 
. duly 2. om Union pe Old Ae pel - 
HARLES EDWARD, Cowper rd, A cton, Retired Lisstonantie Royal Navy. 


June 1, Schultz, Union ct 
PORTER, JOHN Stratford. upon Avon, Warwick, Yeoman, June 8, Slatter and 
Co, Stra’ tford upon A: Avon 
amp cemiy nog te > lf mg toy a a De 
m, une ux and Co, Cannon 
TENNA: : June 5. Whitakers and Woo 


t, Rosslyn hill, Hampstead. 
Py pda “i 





THOMSON, HELEN, Albion rd, Dalston. June1. Randall, tholl 
ae, ILLIAM HeEyRy, Albion rd, Dalston, Gent. ey Peantall Cop 


Jackson and Prince, Cannon st. 


Yates, FRANCES MARY, Grayton sq. May 11. 
° (Gazette, May 2.) 








Tur Natronan Provixctat Bank or Enouanp.—The annual meeting 
the shareholders of this bank was held on Thursday, at the ae office of 
the 30,81. The report stated that the profits he the 
to £39,351, out of which the directors recommend a further onus of seve 
per cent., ‘making, with the dividends and bonus already , twenty 
cent. for the past year. had further been £20, added to 
reserve fund. It was also decided to grant £5,000 to the directors 
further recognition of their great services, % 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


The Registry of Cour Courts Judgments, &c., has been removed from 

13, Delahay- to 109, Victoria-street, Westminster. 

In a case of Cox v. Glanville, before Mr. Baron Pollock on Monday, in 
course of a discussion as to costs, Mr. Turner proposed to bring to his 


8 gs 
qritten “‘ without prejudice ’’ by the plaintiff's solicitor to the defendants’ 
, alluding to an offer made by the latter of a sum in settlement of 
the action. Mr. Petheram, Q.C., protested respectfully that such a letter 
gould not be used. It was written ‘‘ without prejudice,” no money had 
been paid into court, and the action had been conducted on the basis of the 
's having committed perjury. Mr. Baron Pollock said he thought, 
common with many other judges, that the conduct of the parties at the 
earlier stages of the action ought to be seriously considered in allocating 
costs, though he should require in every case a very strong cause shown to 
induce him to deprive a successful plaintiff of his costs. The matter was 
being much discussed in another place (presumably in the Rule Com- 
mittee). He read a part of Vice-Chancellor Kindersley’s judgment in 
Filliams v. Thomas (10 W. R. 417): ‘* With to the costs, the letter 
written by the defendant’s solicitor before bill filed must be taken into 
ion. Primé facie, a party writing a letter and using the ex- 
pression ‘without prejudice,’ means that he is not to be prejudiced. No 
case has decided that a person so writing has a right to use it; but, of 
course, the other side ht use it against him. Jn this case the defend- 
ant’s solicitor, before bill filed, referring to the smallness of the property, 
offered to settle on certain terms, making the offer ‘ without prejudice,’ 
and , ‘This is no admission of any right on your part.’’? He 
added that although the party to whom this was written cannot treat 
it as an admission of right, the party writing it can use it 
against the other on the question of costs. It happens that the 
tems were the same as have now been decreed in this suit. 
Mr. Petheram urged that if this evidence were admitted, it would lead 
a en solicitors as to amounts which were very unpleasant 
and t to decide. He begs pe the case was one of the very highest 
importance as to practice that ever been raised in the courts, and one 
worth decision by the highest court, where he was prepared to take it. 
He was ready, if necessary, to call his client, his learned junior, and to go 
into the box himself to give evidence as to the amount. Mr. Turner also 
said he would not be behind his learned friend in this matter. Mr. Baron 
Pollock: The whole subject has been much discussed latterly, and I do 
not like taking independent action that may hereafter be drawn into a 
tt without consulting my learned brethren. I will now adjourn, 
and tell you my decision after my return. On his lordship’s return, Mr. 
Tumer said he was happy to say he would not be troubled with the decision 
of the point, as his clients were content that judgment for the £50 should 
be entered against them, with costs. Mr. Baron Pollock: I am very glad 
that result has been arrived at, as itis inconvenient that such issues should 
beraised. I can have formed no opinion as to what the evidence was, but 
Ithink that I ought to say that any letter written ought to influence the 
nind of a judge, and, further, that it is not because an offer is verbal that 

ajudge is not to be bound by it. 


i 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Mr. Justi 
Date. 7 2 V. 0. Bacow. * ena 
Wodnesday...ccccosseces 16 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Cobby Mr. Teesdale 
Thureda Coeeeecscesece 17 Ward Jackson arrer 
_— kepesoeneanae 18 Pemberton Cobby Teesdale 
Co ceccecocaccere Ward Jackson Farrer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curry, ORTH. Prarson. 
Wodneaday....cesccscees " at ent Se 
Thoreday Ceceeecenecece owes ar ington 
Redes ssscesesesseees 18 Koe Lavie Merivale 
Poe oeeeee sacece 19 ‘Clowes Carrington King 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
May 17.—Mesers, C. 0, & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., Freehold and 


see ent week, p. 4). 
Mr BoA Keen t Willesden, Leasehold Properti advertise- 
Ment, April 28, p, 4), . 4 peeps 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts, 


Farpay, 4, 1883, 
Under the Aon ad Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


Bedell, William, Homerton, out of > ott Pet May 1. Murray, May 26 at 


oe Beary, New Tummstilo, Holborn, Licensed Victualler, Pet May 1. 





To Surrender in the Country. 
Dazy, Welter, Tiverton, Deven, Maparh avshamhs Pet May 1. Daw. Exeter, 
a 
ae Tiewasion, Coptain, tn Sie ih Tapaems Pet May 1. Ruston. 


Brentf May 2 

Fairbank, ‘Frances Carbutt, Great Longstone, Derby, Boarding School Pro- 
Harrison, John, Liverpool, Timber Merchant. Pet May 1. Cooper. Liverpool, 
Hopkins, Charles, Leicester, Baker. Pet May 2. Ingram. Leicester, May 17 at 


10. 
Orton, William, Castle Gresley, Derby, out of business, Pet April 30. Hubbersty. 
Burton-on-Trent, May 16 at 11 
Pt, =. Hottingnnae, Concert Agent.- Pet May 1. Patchitt. Notting- 
3 a 
a YT te ‘Mark, Nottingham, Joiner. Pet May 2. Patchitt. Nottingham, May 
a 
Rodgers, Archibald, Frome, Somerset, Engineer. Pet April 30. Cruttwell. 


Tho Thomas, Cardiff, Draper. Pet May 2. Langley. May 17 at 2 
Turner, William, Blackburn, Cotton Menaibetuven. Black- 
burn, May 18 at 11 
TUESDAY, May 8, 1883, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 


Drew, Richard, Red Lion yard, Holborn, Builder. PetMay4. Brougham. May 

at il 

Tapaton, ¥. H om place, Bayswater rd, Auctioneer. Pet May 
Hazlitt. Ma: a 

Luke, Frederick George, Adelphi ter, Strand, Barrister-at-Law. Pet May 5. 
Hazlitt. May 23 at 2 

Markham, William Hope, St James’ place, Piccadilly. Pet May 5. Hazlitt. May 


23 at 1 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Gledhill, John, Bradford, Grocer. Pet May 4. Lee. Bradford, May 19 ot 11 
es Birkenhead, Builder. Pet May 4. Williams. Birkenhead, May 
21 at 1 
Thurston, William, Great Yarmouth, Bricklayer. Pet May 5. % Worlledge. 
Great Yarmouth, May 23 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, May 4, 1883. 
Hart, James, Birmingham, Travelling Draper. April 26 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frmay, May 4, 1883. 

Andrews, Gustav, St Mary, Whitechapel, Bootmaker. May 21 at 4 at 8, Princes 
st, St George in the East. Ogle, King st, Finsbury sq 

, Lewis, Manchester, Grocer. May 23at3 at 6, Arthur st, East. May and 

hama tbo Thon eo —} eS Railway S tation, 

, Thomas Henry, and Jo ley, Grea’ 

Rey Cross, Boodemnn: May 17 at 11 at office of Andrews and Mason, Iron- 
monger lane. Webb, Euston rd 

— Horace, Oxford, Grocer, May 28 at 12 at 49, Corn Market st, Oxford. 

udley 
y= Robert Paternoster row, Publisher. May 23at 3 at office of Dentonand 
‘0, Gray’s inn 

Baker, Joseph Hany Basingstoke, Hants, Grocer. May 21 at 1 at office of Webb 
an e 

Banfield, Edward Samuel, Manchester, Baker. May 18 at 2 at office of Cobbett 
and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Barker, Th Burnley, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. May 16 at 3.30 at 
office of Artindale, Hargreaves st, Burnl 

— Se " aa Beerseller. May 16 at 3 at office of Wright and Co, 

VO! ces’ 

Batty, Joseph, Bedford, Riding Master. May 18 at 12 at George Hotel, Bedford. 
Conquest and Clare, Bedford 
ird, Thomas Richard, Fenton, Stafford, Draper. May 16 at 11 at office of Ten- 
nant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley 

Booth, Hiram Crompton, Harrogate, York, Picture Dealer. May 16 at i2 at the 
People’s Hotel, ‘Albert st, te. Crumbie, York 

— ery Witchom, Cambridge, Farmer. May 18 at 3 at office of Mar- 
getts, 

Brown, George, Sonning, Berks, Horse Bapaker. May 21 at 12 at office of New- 


man, 
Butler, James, Bradford, Railway Servant. 117 at 12 at office of Wright, 
Kirkgate, Bradford me sit 


Carter, John, London rd, Thornton Hi Tramcar Driver. May 18at3 at 
Grown Ho “Crown Hill, Croydon. Pet and Cor Borough High st South. 


wark 

Clark, Hi William, Exeter, Gent. May 15 at 10 at office of Southcott, Post 
Orde ne ett aione Enc = 

Onn, John Edward, Tamworth, Warwick, Bootmaker. May 17 at 12.90 at 1, New- 


Crew, bert, Macclestiel Chester, Innkeeper. 23 at 11 at office of May, 
Ghurchside, Macclesfield ” 
Davis, William femnan, Went Kirby, Chester, Licensed Victualler. May 17 at Sat 


office of Bremner and C Crosshail Li 
Davioen John Wikiem, sok George boteateer vison, Stockton on Tees, Grocers, 


May 11 at 12at Guildhall Ta Gresham st. , Stockton on Tees 
S ‘Thomas, Burnley, Machinist. Sinan oh in at ollion of Hodgnun, Nouke 





Draper, Edward Thomson, Buck Strand, Army and Navy Agent. May 
a at office Smiles an row 5 
Dairyman. May 15 at 12at office of Angell, Leaden- 


Drewell, Samuel, Stonebridge, 
hall st 


8 
Dudley, George Thornell, Benjamin Young, and James William Coventry. 
Boot Man Ts. ‘May 16 at $ at office of Wright and Co, nM 


Dutch, Henry, Pimlico rd, Boot Dealer. May 23 at 3 at office of Pratt and Norton, 

Old Jewry chbrs. Young, Newgate st Secon: ite ape 

Eckersall, Shakespear, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Provision » 16 

office of Openshaw, Bolton s Bury : 

Elsdon, W: Cannon st, . May 18 at 2 at 22, Lincoln’s inn fields. 

Rodgers and Clarkson, Walbrook 

Beers, Vie. Berton on Teant, Ooepen May 18 at 11 at office of Bright, Bur- 
on Tren 

Fairbri W Redoar, York, Butcher. May 18 at 2 at office of Stubbs and 
OES bert na Ria ,. 


Hoo 
Fiel " 15 at 3 at office of Bennett, Picca- 
id, eee Seem, Stadord, May 


» John > . 
Gardner, Henry Fiore Oepeas, Ballas May 23 at 12 at office of Edmonds 
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Goulden, Hi Tovishem, } Kent, Potion Student. May 17 at 11 at 
OMee Gt Jenkin Tavistock st 


Thome, Arlingham, Stontelen: Bricklayer. May 17 at 11 at office of 
ne’ ’s lane, Gloucester ° 


Champney, St Jo! 
Commercial Traveller. May 22 at 11 at office of 


— Quarles, Bedford 
Mitchell and Webb, St Pi Paul's Bedford 
Berkhampstead, Hertford, Coal Merchant. May 16 at 
Gab Proprieto May 24 at2 at office of 
a r. May 24 at2 ai ce 
segastard, Hoses, © Coleman st 
§ _— ham, French Polisher. May 16 at 10 at office of 


ham, Cabinet Brass Founder. May 16 at 3 at office 
of Freeman, Colmore row, Birmin, 
— Alfred Maxwell, Compton. May 18 at 3at6, Arthur st, 
t. Wood and Wootton. st 
Holmes, Thomas, Barrow tn Parness, Lancaster, Clothier. May 21 at3 1 Tre- 


Hotel, Dalkeith a Barrow in Furness. Taylor, Barrow in 
Horner, rge , Liverpool, Solicitor. May 19 at 11 at offices of Teen, 
Dale st, Trgepool 


Daubhill, nr Bolton, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. May 16 at 
8 at bes, of Ry Mav dsley st, Boiton 
Hump. s, Henry, Bitterle op, Innkeeper. May 16 at 11 at the Blue Boar 
Inn, st, Lu iow. Bow. ies, Ludlow 
Illingworth, John, ag ey York, Grocer. May 18 at 4 at the Central Coffee 
Tavern, estgate, B 
J ry Alfred, oes _ oak si ag May 16 at 3 at offices of Pugh, Guild- 


Leche gm tere 
Seen ones, en, Bootmaker. May 15 at 10.15 at offices of Morris, 
Red st. oreneatinnn 
Jones, William Charles, Shefficld, Butcher. May 18 at 2 at the Law Society, 
Hoole’s chambers, Bank st, Sheffield. Mellor, Sheffield 
a ey eA Henry “see, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Hatter. May, 17 at 11 at 
Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Park and Mansfield, Barrow-in- 


"Boseex, Grocer. 
hill 





a 
Lawrence, H: , Brentwood, Essex, Veterinary Surgeon. May 24 at 2 at the 
Masons’ Hall ‘avern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Brown, hall st 
Lightfoot, John, Darlington, Durham, Farmer. May 17 at 11 at offices of 
Steavenson, Darlington 
Lilly, Charles, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, jemand, Wistgeiee. May 11 at 12.80 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Stockton-on-Tees. Turnbull 
Litchfield, Burton on Trent, Boot Fae mete y 17 at 8 at Grand 
Hotel, Golmore row, B: ham. , Burton on Trent 
we Newens John, South Shields, Outfitter. ‘May 21 at 3 at office of Bird, Grey 
ewcastle upon Tyne 
= om 9 na es, a ke, York, Chemist. May 15 at 11 at office of Spry, Zet- 
es 
McDo Donald Hervey, Pontypridd, peraees Draper. May 17 at 12 at 
ton and Kenshole, Canon st, Abe 
m, Halifax, Plumber. May 21 at 11 at office of Long- 


rd, St John’s Wood, ary Cook. May 21 at 11 at office 
eto gr st, Doctors’ Comm: 
Henry Charles, $ tapleton, Glouseste®, "Pingo. May 11 at 2 at office of 
Hancock, Exchange East, 
Negus, W: March, Cambridge, Farmer. May 17 at 12 at office of Dawbarn 
enn ee ence h, Bing Ot Bichglaa, D t, B May 28 at 12 at 
winan, es Meec’ icho orset, Brewer. at 12 a 
wii of Core Hite Holborn." Hob igs a Ae t offi tects 
ichol, Jo! nt e onfectioner 14 at 10 at office of Sco Zz 
se South Shiclds é 


Norman, Cecil Manners, Peckleton Hace, Leicester, Architect. May 23 at 3 at 
office of Buckby, Gallowtree in Leicester 

panes, Robert, Aehby de tee vonch. Of the pisos originally na pre 
eu ep 

Phillips, Thomas, Usher rd, Roman —. Old Ford, Licensed Victualler. May 19 at 

Potter, James, Beccles, Seat es Publican. May 18 at 3 at offices of Angell, Bly- 


Potter, Robert Rogers, and David Williams, Stockbri ter, Vauxhall Bridge =e 
House Furnishers y 21 at 12 at offices of pie hey and Co, Cheapside 


§{Carter and Barber, Austin Friars 
Price, Hartridge, Headcorn, Kent, Grocer. May 18 at 12 at offices of 
Monckton and Co, King st, = a = 
r, Grocer. May 17 at 11 at 


a a, Osi a chmbrs, Hig hmbrs, High st, 8 st, Sigurbeides 


. ng Coach Builder. May 18 at 3 at offices of 
Buck onan a 
Se eremiah, a eee Sere’, 1 petditon. May 16 at 11 at offices 
of Jackson and Sharpe, a st, Westbromwich 
Robinson, William, Clee, Lin Auctioneer. May 16 at 11 at offices of Summers 
and Brown, Lockhill p lm wg eethorpe rd, Great Grimsby 
— William, Andover Hornsey, ee May 17 at 3 at offices of Swaine, 
ew Peiige Ludgate 
Shapley, Re ksh, Exeter, Ironmonger. May 18 at 3 at offices of Gidley, Bedford 
Halifax, Butcher. May 17 at 11 at office of Garsed, Barum Top, 
Simpson, x ace Dy cede Lowestoft, 5 Pantone b ak er. May 16 at 3at 24, Knight Rider st, 
Tom, Penrith, Cumberland. May 18 at 2.30 at office of Arnison and Co, 
St Andrew’s Bain, Penrith 
Smith, Edwin cester, Wheelwright. May 14 at 11 at office of Jackson, 
Smith, oe Church rd, Acton, House Decorator. May 22 at 2 at 55, 
Lincoln’s inn fields. Brown aoe 
Smith, ley Barnsley, York, Saddler. May 22 at 3 at office of Dibb, Regent st, 
Ee, Sastags, iateuetee, Painter. May 17 at 3 at Castle Tavern, Castle 
Buckby 
by Green, nr nr Carlisle, Tanner. May 22 at 3 at office of Wright 


8, ae caster, Tramway Contractor. May 24 at 3 at 
and Bolland, South John street, Liverpool. Oppenheim, St 


ae Wiliam, Greenwich, Baker. May 14 at 3 at office of Scard, Blackheath 
Thornley, , Willaan, Preston, Lancaster. Music Professor. May 21 at 3 at office of 
Trousdale, J Sooke Metibtncnate, Beapdd: Wey Shab san 086; Seat: oh mbeaile 


Appleyard, Bcarborough 
Turner, 
=o — dabrs, Nicholas st, Bris May tats ot office of Plummer and 


werd pages Willings, Winder indermere, Westmorland, Fishmonger. May 18 at 2 
ui Grocer. May 17 at 3 at office of Atkinson and Wilson, 


Drew, ’ 


Goma, Bee 
Griffiths John, Oldham, Lancaster, Li 


Gumbrill, Luke, Upland 
ee a 


Hives, 
Hudson, John 
oxion, 

yee ee 


Jones, Eliza Doro’ 





cacy Romrich, Ratiee, May 16 at 11,30 at office of Sheldon, 


May 16 at 11 at Albert Hall, 
Merchant. May 22 at 
1883, 


te. 
of Northgraves, 
Victualler. May 17 : 
Cheapside, Tailors, 


y31 at 10.90 at office of Bishop 
Brown Saddler, May 24 at 2.30 at fice , 


Clothier. May 28 at 3 at offices of Ascri, 
se £7.00 gee a Hamme 
Merchant. May 19 F 
and Mungo Dealer. May 2 ang 
May 28 at 11 at office of Brett and 
Thonmonger. May 22 at 4 at of 
‘oe at office of Hane, 
aste Opener. May 2% at 11 at offlee a 
Essex, Greengrocer. May 19 atitg 
aprahaa 7 ances 
Baker. May 16 at 11 at office of Steven 
Farmer. May 22 at 11 at office of Balshay, 
Tobacconist. May 22 at 3 at office of Fallow, 
nr Ww. Manufacturer. May 2 atta 
oreester, Butcher. May 22 at sa 
May 29 at 2at offlee 
. May 22at 8 ate 

Dealer. May 21 at 11 at offlees 
May 19 at 11 at 10, Derby at, Lae 
crescent mews, lebone m1 Licensed Victualler. Mayi 

Theobald’s rd, Bedford 

Southampton, Draper. May 21 at 2 at office of | 
Southampton, Grocer. May 16 at 2 at office ot ; 

Tyne. Travelling Draper. May 18 at 11 at off 


upon se 
‘Alfred vison Cowan, Sunderland, Provisio 
of McAllum, Grainger st West, Neweas tle up 2 


York, Brassfounder. May 2% at 11 at offleed 
Hertford, Ironfounder. May 22 at 11 at 7, 
patie, Monmouth, Grocer. May a4 
rol B Butcher. May 19 at 2.30 at office of 


Paper Manufacturer. May 29 abd a 
Deane and Chubb, South sq, 


nr 
st, 


at Inns 
inn 


a ee, Lines, , Denbigh. Tailor. May 21 at 2 at Albion Hotel, CI 
Goldman, Abraham, Hanley, Stafford, Hosier. "May 21 at 11 at office of A 


Albion st, Hanle 
, Glass Dealer. May 21 at 3 at office of Mar 


censed vateewe. May 24 at 3 at § 
le Hotel, ' ‘Manchester st, Oldham. ‘Watso: 
rd, Lordship ‘1 ‘lane, euilder May 30 at 3 at office 


and . New i 
rrison, Frank, St John’s hill, New W Wandsworth, Wine Merchant. May## 
2 at office of Blachford and Co, pocket a ene, Cannon st 

yw Charles James, and Ridgway, Leadenhall st, 
me. y 24 at 3 at office of eanen, on Helen’s place, Bishopsgate # 


New st, Birmin 


Hewlett, Frederick, Rufford, Bristol, Silk Mercer. May 22 at 2 at 145, Cheap 


Stanley and Co, Bristol 
ward, Siungert Schoolmaster. May 18 at 2 at Three 
rford. Lane, New nt f 
kinson, tthew, an Henry Hodgkinson, Cheddleton han Dark, Stafford; 
.. May 18 at 1i ro a fice Paddock, Old Hall st, Hanley er 
Choice, Atherstone, y 22 at 2 

















Warwick, Coal Weschant 
Hotel, Market st, Nuneat uneaton. Horner, Coventi 





Hunter, Edw. 


at oives of of Sevees and che aiken King st, 
cha, Ores out of business. ‘May 19 at 1 at 54, Corn } 
bt aes pool, Pota . May 21 at 9 at office of M 


Dale st, Li 
Reading, } Was Mt Merchant. May 19 at 10 at Chatham House, 


Jardine James, Dunstable, Beds, Hat Manufacturer, May 16 at 8 at G te 
Hotel, Luton, Nicholls and Grant, Coleman 








office of Davie, New inn, Strand 





Jones, Evan, Hol lywell, Flint, Grocer. 1 May 18 at 2 at office of Roose 


North John st, Li vans, 


uctioneer, as 21 at 8 at office of Lumb, 





y, High st, St John’s cel thrudinasiend May % at 2 he 


ae . ze S ee 


jou] a o 
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‘urdoch, p Oeie, Travelling Draper. May 24 at 12 at office of Morgan 
erie apa Innkeeper. May 29 at 11 at office of Cooper, 
r, Edgware rd. pe, Maids Hill, Oil and Colour Man. May 23 at 

a — + MEE “et May 23 at 2 at 
ester, 0 at 2 a 

Hair Dresser. May 21 at 10.30 at office of 

ugh, Farmer, May 18 at 11 at office of Spry, Zet- 

Henry. Tam: worth, Spatens, Builder. May 22 at 3 at office of Nevill 
S Colehill, Tamwort 


Mussalli Joseph, oy Merchant. May 25 at 4 at office of Addle- 
nse, beg pion Norfolk st, Manchester 


sie gs Azan 





onl , Georee HI enry, Murton Colliery ; Durham, Boot Dealer. May 17.at 11 at 
ae pn Wilian, Wi byork Grocer: May 21 at 11 at office of Woodwark 
Hastings, Grocer. May 17 at 12 at office of Chalinder, 
ee a atte, Butcher. May 21 at 11 at office of Langman, 
a, Totnes, Devon, Hatter. May 22 at 12 at office of Edmonds, 
‘wa, Manchester, Joiner. May 23 at 8 at office of Diggles and 
"ogi, Boot are Lynn, Norfolk, Coach Builder. May 24 at 12 at office of 
Set ene am, Milliner. May 21 at 11 at office of Burman 
— Samcheabent Plumber. May 21 at3 at office of Crofton, 
ose ing anchester 
illiam Hatherell, Charlton, Wilts, Farmer. May 19 at 11 at King’s 
mea” Somerset, Labourer. May 21 at 4. 130 at office of Shap- 
acm, iD; Noel ot, aemionr st, Violin Maker. Moy. = at4 at office of 
rr raha ofice a racer, peaches Oe ine Temple, yeanaege Auctioneer. May 21 
mae, Face of Day, Boul Walle not the Sea, Ni a, Nortoll, Printer. May 25 at 3 at 
Roche, aed pion Doulas, Liverpool need a. May 18 at 3 at Law 
le of framing Cambridge, Publican, May 16 at 12 at office 
‘om. ith, ation peri 
oy ot Andrew's Vorkington, Cumberland, Tailor, May %at2.atS 

er lane, Leeds. Joslen, Workington b: es anne Sener 
May 22 at 3 at office of 

itt ant Palmer, Three wn sq, Southwark 


Parsons, Joseph, Gt Stanmore Baker. May 10 at 3 at Rider’s Hotel, Holborn. 
cwergato, 
“W olverhampto on 
st, Manchester 
J 
and Rigby, Temple Tow, Birming! 
ana’ Jones and Forrester, Malmesbu: 
sari South Molto 
st, Chen pane de. Hr emenalen, King st, Cheapsi 
‘Wells next the Sea 
Coo ool 
, Big rocer. May 18 at 3 at office of Duke and 
Penri berland, Hatter. May 18 at 2.30 at office of Arnison 
Hi 
Gt Eastern st, Boot Manufacturer. 
me Margaret st, Cavendish sq, Tailor. June 4 at 11 at office of Carter, 


ae Leone prone Gloucester, Farmer. May 21 at 12 at Railway 
Roy oa all sie es May 22 at 11 at 
or ers. Ma: a a 

of Dibb and id Clogs: Regen Regent st, ey . 
jackman st, Southwark, Hatter. May 23 at 3 at office 


Southwark 
SwHert, Mon, Aerated Water Manufacturer. May 17 at 11 


ales aoe 
at oftloe of N. st, Newport 


Bee Leith Bad lane, no occupation, May 16 at 2 at office of 
and Co, Wal ang 
ham, Lamp Manufacturer. May 21 at 11 at office of 


nis 


Comm 


Vidler, Frederick, Hastings, Grocer. May 23 at 11 at Guildhall Tavern. Lang- 


Walsh, hm iy Oo Lancaster, 5 Tiaher Marchant. May 24 at 3 at Rail- 
Ww m. Hall and | Son, - 
we Me and John Henry 
bi) 11 at offices of Clarke and flawiey 
, Thomas, Durham, Grocer. 


Durham 
Whiteley, Joseph, and Daniel Whiteley, Manchester, U; 
Ma: m3 *. 2.30 at tise of Sutton and Elliot: Fountain st, 


Sy 1 at 21 at 12 at offices of Marshall, Market pl, 
aS eyes. 
omas, Northampton, 


nchester- 
Sewing r. May 22 at 2 at 
fon Hotel, Leicester. Sharman and Jackson, Wellingbo 
rk, Hurworth on Tees, Innkeeper. May 23 at 10.30 at office of Barron, 
High row, ‘Darlington 
Wood, W. William, and Amos Wood, Barnsley, tS... pe Manufacturers. May 22 
at 2 at offices of Raley and Son, Church st, Barnsl 
“io = hn Wheeler, Margate, Butcher. May 24 m4 3 at Imperial Hotel, Mar- 
urrell, Knightrider st, Doctors’ commons 





The Subscription to the Soxtcrrors’ Journa, is—T'own, 268. ; Country, 
288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 528. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal”? musé be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 
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ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
_eneaen cae saben’ free air entirely Fur- 
PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 
Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 

Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 
THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PART, 
200, 208, and 204, Tottenham Oonrt-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 


Ne amit) DISCOUNT COMPANY 
Limited).—Nominal Capital, £4,250,000; Sub- 
scribed Capital, £4,299,095 Paid-up Capital, £846,665 ; 


wevetion is hereby given that the present Rates of 
Interest allowed for deposits are as follows, viz. :— 
Three per cent. per annum at call. 
Three me quarter per cent. at seven days’ notice. 
Three and a half at fourteen ourteen days’ notice. 
ILLIAM 


W. 
8, Sub-Manager. 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
vate eeecom of fat extracted. 
yee ¥" m4 oy most nutritious, per- 


fey Gigoantoia Lunch or 
thee for invaliie and wand Children, 3) 


commended by the entire Medical Press. 
ont hout sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
iii ieherranscesty wks tolling wees s tonepoosies 
eously w g water, a teas 
toa Breakfast Cu D, coming leas than a 1 _— 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE » Qahs « MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 

To Ber ee the Lord eh eS 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1699, 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOW 











Q*o¥ and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 
Makes CASH ADVANCES De 

Clergymen, Medical ee park of Ragland 
snd Wales. No banking account 











Cocoarma a La Sy is the aon delicnte, digestibi, 
Manilla Choco 
it fe pro _ and may en when 
ih tin at 1s, 6d., 38., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
on 5 oy: Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
5. SOHWE & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 
Lh UNION, TTR and LIFE INsU- 
ANY. xe Office — 126, 
CEng LANE. LO DON, W. 
is in hand and Gan ital Bibscribed amount to 
of £1,700,000 
‘AMES CUDDON, Esq., t-Law, 
4 ay, e. (Lee & 
i. abertons), Solicitor, 44 4, cone os ree 
. rectors ew ‘orm. 
§ Policy vw hich Ys free grant ope CHARLES Hf HUTCHINS, Sub- 
Chere dgainst. the contin- | No. 35, Cornhill, E.0., May 10, 1883. 
: oney on a EVERSIONARY and LIFK INTE. 
! ea CHS Money on & Reus RESTS in LANDED or at es 
= er Geourisien and Annuities or Loans 


nekey! Comp 
r. 


oi 





eh gwen recipi adage tt the ME oe RE. 
VERSIONARY Pimaitireciier ¥ (unre ao. 1 


the tenant for rife be li tr'not. 
he anagome 1835. Ca gonna "Ebtaes tend aaa 


’ al Balance ohh toy 
ve py Mase 


i DY, ‘Actuary and Secretary, O: i OLA CLAYTON, VION, | Sesretaries, 
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FIFTIETH ANNUAL 


OF 


REPORT 


THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND 


(LIM 


ITED). 





MAY 10rx, 1883, 





SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £12,037,500. 


CAPITAL—Paid, £2,126,250; Uncalled, £1,886,250; 
RESERVE FUND, £1,332,500. 


Reserve Liability, £8,025,000; Total, £12,037,500. 


NUMBER OF SHAREHOLDERS, 6,935. 


DIRECTORS. 


THE MOST HON. THE MARQUESS OF AILESBURY. 


GEORGE FORBES MALCO ON, Esq. 
Jomst GENERAL MaNacers. —THOMAS GEORGE 
Soricrrors.—ERNEST JAMES WILDE 


HENRY PAULL. Esa. 
JOHN STEWART, Esq. 
SIR JAMES SIBBALD DAVID SCOTT, Bart. 


HON. ELIOT THOMAS YORKE. 
ROBINSON and FREDERICK CHURCHWARD. 
, Esq.; WALTER EDWARD MOORE, Esq. 





RICHARD BLANEY WADE, Esa., IN THE CHAIR. 














The Directors have the ® pleasure to sapors 4 that the Profits for te year 1882, The Reserve Fund of Be ot sige 500, which is wholly invested in Governme 
inclusive of paw 16s. 2d. bi ‘ht forward, and after making ample provision | Securities, shows an increase during the tagad of ali papers viz. :— 
peal ee — debts and fo: Treoatoor’ Onna Bills under discount, amount Amount at 31st December, 1 1,278,750 0 0 

Premiums on New Shares heed 88,750 0 0 

The Disectors have, from the above amount, added £20,000 . the Reserve 
Fund, and now recommend that a 7. bonus of 7 per cent. paid to the Added from Profits, ist December, ie ic oes 
Proprietors, free of Income Tax, in J making with the Mfividends and £1,382,500 0 0 
interim bonus already paid, 20 per cent. for nae year mony and that the balance of Pdi inden Assamese 
£52,073 10s. 7d. be Any ms the year 1883 as per the following statement :— Th 1888 being the Fittieth Anni 2 the fousiation of Ml 

e year e versary of the 
UNDIVIDED PROFITS from ssi... ... +» £89,851 18 2 | the Directors have, in ofder to mark the event and to evince their apprediia 
y POL AN Ex Le ’ of ‘the peswoee of the Staff, presented one month’s Salary to each Office 
£497,823 10 7 The Directors have to announce the retirement of Mr. Robert Fer, 
Ean Derek & yer anes, paid July, oe - st from the position of Joint General Manager, after a long and faithful se 
s Dis 5 ” uary, hs = 312 10 0 The following Directors retire by rotation, but, being eligible, offer ¢ 
* do. 7 % payableinJuly, 3; “148/887 10 0 saat eniacheatamaaaaalien, eT Scorn, Bart 
“425,250 i 0 ” Duncan a 
» Amount added to Reserve Fund oe = oes 20,000 0 0 GEORGE FoRBES LMSON, Esq. 
—- 445,250 0 0 In dogs to aloct Auditors and voto their remuneration. Mir Baia for ti 
—_—_———_ Shareholders to elect Auditors and vote their tion, Mr. Vater 
£52,073 10 7 | house, of the firm o Price, i 
———_—_——— ' Mackay, of Messrs. R. fy, ba enaivar ded ecteaian 
NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND, LIMITED. 
Dr. LIABILITIES. 31st December, 1882. ASSETS. OV. 
TO PAID-UP CAPITAL £ s.4.; BY OAS £ si 
, 40,000 Shares of £75 cach, £10103. paid... ... ase os ase: 490,000 0 0 At Bank of Bngland and and ad ager Otis apd, Remnaes oe rey 
EE ap Ie og WR gp hee te se oe om ee » Call and 8 Flan OMS 35 a. ee 4 
ere eee) | Sc ee emia Ta Be aan 
2,126,250 0 0 . TMENTS :— 

» RESERVE FUND: ” ; lish Government Securities vu 5,797,044 8 8 

At 3ist December, 1881 .» 1,278,750 0 0 In Government 4 “other” Becurities, 

Fosninans on New Shares received during year aS Railway Debentures, & . 8,569,618 2 8 9,200 660 0 

Added from ‘Profits, 1988 Care aio tp pe amiaennakes Brizs Discounrep, Loans, & tr” sip °° aug al 19,154,088 it 

» SEC URITIES against ACCEP ANCES, Conte one “ o-; 478,681 
* Amount due by Bank on Dzpoerrs, &c. soe eee mane +e }, BANKING PREMISES in London mn per Oe rrr 00 
” PROFIT AND Loss iS ACCOUNT: "pales ee 
Balance from y: 7 aaa eS 39,851 16 2 
Het prolite toc year 1068 ek enc ee «OE AS 
497,323 10 7 
Less Dividend paid July, 1892 ... 85,050 0 0 
Added to Reserve Fund a ae 
105,050 0 0 
302,278 10 7 
£36,414,826 16 2 236,414,696 16 
———e 





T, G,ROBINGONgp, } Joint General Managers 
nt fhe Men a. Nx tr oa 





k, and 
B and in our such Balance Sheet is drawn up 80 as to e2 
aa pcan WIN WATERHOU 


Sandton, 





That Mr. Epwin WATERHOUSE and e8 
scion grog the pat yoann” SDS To hundred guineas 


“Fat. the best thanks of the 


their successful 
ea eae ee 
and to the Beansk Anaagers and Officers of the Bank, for 


That the best thanks of the Meeting be presented to the Chairman £@ 
able conduct in the Chair, 


| Extencted from the minutes by 


FSR | Yt Gen 





en meee a Oe oe eS Ses BOs 


@epopmoewamoco 
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